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TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 3, 1953 


Unirep STATES SENATE, 
SENATE PERMANENT SUBCOMMITTEE ON INVESTIGATIONS 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS, 
W whington, EG. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to Senate Resolution 40, agreed 
to January 30, 1953, in room 318 of the Senate Office Building, 
Senator Joseph R. McCarthy, chairman, presiding. 

Present: Senators Joseph R. McCarthy, Republican, Wisconsin; 
Kar] E. Mundt, Republican, South Dakota; Everett M. Dirksen, Re 
yublican, Illinois; Charles E. Potter, Republican, Michigan; John L. 
McClellan, Democrat, Arkansas; Henry M. Jackson, Democrat, 
Washington; Stuart Symington, Democrat, Missouri. 

Present also: Francis D. Flanagan, general counsel; Ruth Young 
Watt, chief clerk: Kathryn Goodwin, Assistant Director, Publie As- 
sistance Bureau; Mary E. Austin, Chief, Program Operations 
Division. 

The Cuatrman. The hearing will come to order. 

The witnesses this morning will be Mr. Jerry Adlerman, investi 
gator for the Senate Subcommittee on Investigations, and Mr. Glenn K. 
Shriver, professional staff member from the Committee on Goy- 
ernment Operations. 

In line with long-established practice, the investigators were asked 
to take a look at the Federal Security Agency and report back to 
the committee anything of interest which they found. They will do 
that this morning. 

Mr. Fuanacan. Mr. Adlerman, will you give your full name and 
position for the record ? 

Mr. ApLERMAN. My name is Jerome Adlerman. 

Senator McCuiettan. Mr. Chairman, are other witnesses to take 
the oath in this investigation ? 

The CuarrMan. I beg your pardon. I think the witness should 
take the oath; both of you. 

In this matter now in hearing before the committee, do you 
solemnly swear to tell the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but 
the truth, so help you God ¢ 

Mr. ApLeERMAN. I do. 

Mr. Suriver. I do. 

The CnatrMan. Thank you, Mr.—I started to say “Mr. Chairman.” 
I am so used to calling you “Mr. Chairman.” 

Senator McCuLe.tuan. It occurred to me that in the course of the 
hearing you would want to place others under oath. 

The CuarrMan. I think all should be under oath. 
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TESTIMONY OF JEROME S. ADLERMAN, ASSISTANT COUNSEL, 
SENATE PERMANENT SUBCOMMITTEE ON INVESTIGATIONS, OF 
THE COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS; AND GLENN K. 
SHRIVER, PROFESSIONAL STAFF MEMBER, COMMITTEE ON GOV- 
ERNMENT OPERATIONS 


Mr. ApLeERMAN. Mv name is Jerome Adlerman. I am assistant 


counsel, Senate Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations, of the 


Committee on Government Operations. 

Mr. Franacan. Mr. Adlerman, several months ago, did you under 
take a tudy into certain phases of the operations ot the Federal 
Security Agency ¢ 

we ApLermMan. Yes. In line with the obligations and duties im 
posed upon the committee to look into expenditures in the Government 
Sonam with a re to ge ore rmining their eflicilency, Senator 
MeCle Han sugveste dt hat we examine or pot-check certain Federal 
agencies, and the agency that was assigned to me was the Federal 


Security Agency. 

Mr. Fianacan. Did you look into any particular phase of the work 
of that agency ¢ 

Mr. ApLerMan. Yes. In view of the magnitude of the job and the 
mall amount of manpower we had, we decided to confine ourselves to 
just one or two phases, and I decided to limit myself to the Bureau 
of Public Assistance, which has the largest grant-in-aid program, I 


think, in any of the domestic agencies. They grant aid to the various 
States and Territories of the United States to the tune of $1,124,000,000. 
Mr. Fuanacan. That is annually ¢ 
Mr. ApteERMAN. Annually. That is in fiseal 1952 


Mr. Fuanacan. Mr. Adlerman, will you tell the committee what you 
found asa result of your study in this agency, and preface your rem: irks 
by ome statement in the record as to where the Bure: au ot Pub lie 
Assistance fits into the over-all picture and its responsibilities and its 
relatiol ship to the States. 

Mr. Apterman. Well, I will try and give the basic ground work as 
bi lefly as I can. 

The program is under the Social Security Act. There are four sep- 
arate programs. ‘There is the program of aid to the aged, aid to the 
blind, aid to the totally and permanently disabled, and aid to de- 
pendent children. I won’t go into the exact figures, except to say 
that at the present time they have been increased roughly 16 times, 
8 times, and 13 times over what they were in 1936. 

Now, the operation is something along this line. To qualify for the 
Federal funds, the States which are seeking welfare assistance must 
comp ly with certain regulations and situations as set forth in the 
Social Security Act. 

The Carman. May I interrupt, Mr. Flanagan ¢ 

Where there is to be any charge of mismanagement raised, has the 
department head been notified so that he can be here ? 

Mr. Fuanacan. Yes. We have discussed the findings made by our 
staff with Miss Jane Hoey, who is the Director of the Bureau of Public 
Assistance, and with her assistants, and Miss Hoey is here this morn- 
ing and will have an opportunity to discuss her point of view in con- 
nection with this matter. 
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Mr. ApLERMAN. I may say that I spoke with Mrs. Hobby this morn- 
ing, and she has sent a representative down to be present to observe 
the hearings. 

The CHarrmMan. Where is that representative? I think he should be 
invited up to the table. 

Just come up and take a seat there, so that you can hear what is 
said. 

You are Mrs. Hobby’s representative here / 

Mr. Br aRDWoop. Yes, sir, I am. 

The CHairman. Wouk i you give us your name ? 

Mr. Bearpwoop. Yes, sir. J-a-c-k B-e-a-r-d-w-o-o- 

The Cuarrman. And what is your position ¢ 

Mr. Brearpwoop. Assistant to Mrs. Hobby. 

Mr. ApLERMAN. Now, in order for the States to obtain this Federal 
aid, they must obtain an approved State plan from the Bureau of 
Public Assistance, that is assigned to do the job of administering the 
grant-in-aid funds. 

Mr. FLANAGAN. — mean that is an approved State plan for the 
payment oo of old-: assistance and assistance to children and blind, 
et cetera / 

Mr. ApLERMAN. That is right. This has nothing to do with general 
assistance or home relief. It has no connection with it whatsoever. 

The CHarrMAN. May I say to the photographer that we had a prac- 
tice, of which I very heartily approved, under the able leadership of 
Senator Hoey, and that was that no flashlight pictures should be 
taken while the witness is testifying. Iam inclined to think we should 
adhere to that. While I am sure it would not bother these witnesses 
to have their pictures taken, it is disconcert ing to some witnesses. 

You may take your picture, and that will be all while they are 
testifying. 

Proceed. 

Mr. ADLERMAN. There is no uniformity amone States as to the 
plans that are accepted. Some States pay a high sum, and some 
States pay a low sum. For example, California may pay as high as a 
hundred dollars, and the State of Mississippi, I think, pays about $24. 
I may be a little off on my figures, but that is approximately correct. 

The CHamman. May I interrupt? There is, of course, nothing 
unusual about that. I assume if eae have a poor State with a great 
number of dependents, it might be necessary that they pay a lower 
sum than a wealthier State. 

Mr. ApLeRMAN. Yes, different situations apply in different States, 
but some States are much more generous than other States, and so 
forth. 

The CHarrMan. Senator McClellan ? 

Senator McCrietian. As I understand it, each State makes its own 
proposal and program with repect to the amount that it shall pay for 
each of yeas benefits or aid services 4 

Mr. ADLERMAN. That is right. 

Senator McCiecian. Then the Federal Government contributes 
a stipulated amount or percentage of that payment that is adopted 
by the several States. 

Mr. ApterRMAN. Yes. They have a formula. Under this formula, 
under the McFarland amendment in 1951, the Federal Government 
participates to a certain extent. The maximum amount in which the 
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Government will participate is $55. The Government pays four-fifths 
of the first $25, which amounts to $20, and one-half of the balance, 
which is another 15. The maximum which the Federal Government 
contributes is $35, as against the State’s $20. 

I think that is about the average for the country. In other words, 
the Federal Government pays about three-fifths of the burden of pub- 
lic assistance throughout the Nation. If the amount runs over $55, 
then the States have to pay the balance over S)5. But the average 
throughout the country, I believe, is slightly under or just about $50. 


sehnatol McCr ELI \N, In other words, the Ir ede ri al Government 
participates only up to $55, and of that it pays about $35. 

Mir. ApLERMAN. That is right. 

Senator McCLetLan. And the State pays $20? 

Mr. ApLeRMAN. That is right. 

Senator McCiettan. Beyond $55, the State bears the entire burden ¢ 

Mr. ApLerMAN. Right. 

In the children’s program there is a slightly different formula, be- 
cause the amounts are different, but substantially it is about three 
fifths of the total amount. 

Now, the Bureau of Public Assistance, which is charged with the 
duty of administering these funds, is obligated and is under the duty, 
as long as it has the burden of giving the funds, to see to it that the 
funds are properly spent. And they have a recognized duty to ascer- 
tain if the persons vetting assistance are eligible for such assistance. 
And they have recognized this duty since 1936, and they have con- 
ducted, after a fashion, what they call audits for eligibility. 

The CHarrmMan. I think it should be made clear in the record that 
it the time the then chairman of the committee ordered this survey, 
it was not because any of the Senators or the chairman felt antago- 
nistic to the program or did not approve of the program. It was 
merely a question of whether or not the program was being properly 
administered. 

Mr. ApLeRMAN. I may say that I chose the particular program my 
self as part of the staff work. And it was purely as a matter of look- 
ing into efficiency in operation of an administration; no other reason. 
It had nothing to do with whether it is a good program or a bad 
program, 

Mr. Franacan. And there were no allegations of fraud or corrup- 
tion or anything of that sort ¢ 

Mr. Apterman. None whatsoever. It was just a spot check to see 
how the administration was operating in administering the funds, in 
the amount of $114 billion. 

The Cuarrmman. And for the record it should be made clear that 
this is one of many spot checks being made by the committee at this 
time. 

Proceed. 

Mr. ApLermMan. Now, formerly, up to 1940, the responsibility for 
the audits of the persons who are on there assistance rolls, who are 
getting the benefits of this assistance, was in the hands of trained ac- 
countants in the Bureau of Audits, the Grant in Aid Audit Section 
of the Federal Secur ity Age ney. 

About 1940, in January of 1940, this obligation was taken away from 
the accountants and the auditors, on the complaint of the social serv- 
ice workers that accountants and auditors were not trained to de- 
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termine what the need was, the situation of need in a relief case or an 
assistance case. 
The Cuarrman. See if I understand 7 correctly. 


Up until 1940, the matter of whether or not the program was being 
administered properly, whether the money was being properly spent, 
was checked on by auditors. In 1940, that was taken out of the hands 


of auditors, and that so-called audit was put in the hands of social 
we wrkers f 

Mr. ApLERMAN. Yes, social service technicians. 

The CuatrmMan. Do you know who made that decision at that time? 

Mr. ApLerMAN. Well, I don’t know by whom it was made, but | 
suppose the Social Security Board, which was in operation at that 
time, probably made it. 

At the present time they conduct two types of audits. One is a 
fiscal audit, which is conducted by the Grant-in-Aid Audit Section of 
the Federal Security Ac Iministration, which is merely an audit of the 
records and books of the State departme nt to certify to them that 
they contain a certain number of eligibles on the rolls, or on relief, 
but specifically on the rolls. 

The eligibility audits are conducted at the present time, and have 
been conducted since 1940, by the Administrative Review Section of 
the Bureau of Publie Assistance. They have 45 persons assigned to 
them. Thirty-three of them are professionals, and twelve are clericals. 
They are distributed throughout the 10 regional offices of the Federal 
Security Administration. 

Mr. FuaAnaGan. Do I understand your testimony that at the present 
time there are 45 persons charged with responsibility over auditing 
these specific cases in which people are getting assistance; that there 
are 45 people on a Nation-wide basis assigned to the task of checking 
these specific cases to determine whether or not the people that are 
eligible to get the aid, get it ? 

Mr. ApLERMAN. That is correct. 

The CHatrMan. And those 45 people are not auditors but social 
workers ? 

Mr. ApterMAN. That is right. They are social service technicians, 
I think they call them. 

The CHairMan. Do I understand those are the only auditors, so 
far as you know, who check this entire $1,124,000,000 program ? 

Mr. ApLerMAN. To determine eligibility, that is, to determine 
whether the people on the rolls are eligible to receive assistance and 
are not chiselers and so on and so forth. 

Mr. FiranaGan. Along that same line, Mr. Adlerman, to make the 
record entirely clear, most of the States, however, do have their own 
system of checking on eligibles, do they not ? 

Mr. Apterman. Yes. Asa matter of fact, one of the difficulties is 
the fact that the States are supposed to audit themselves. In other 
words, the welfare workers are supposed to check their own eligibility 
rolls and their public-assistance rolls to determine whether or not the 
people are actually eligible for assistance, and that they make correct 
payments, and so forth. 

The situation is somewhat akin to having a cashier of a bank audit 
himself and render a report to the State banking commission, saying, 
“My bank is in good order.” 

29219-—53——2 
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The duty of the Administrative Review Section is to check on the 
States to see whether or not they are do} ng their job, to see whether 

‘not they have removed the ine ‘ligibles from the rolls. 

I nder the present set-up, I might say that the Grant-in-Aid Audit 
Section, who are the accountants, cannot go behind the certification of 
awards signed by the State offic ae: and these are the very people 
whose certification should be tested. In other words, here the States 
say, “Our rolls are O. K. and the accountants cannot go behind them.” 
But the Administrative Review Section is supposed to dothat. There 
IS a requirement that the States must reexamine their rolls, re investi- 
wate their files, and reinvestigate their cases, a minimum of once a 
year. And this has been breached on a number of occasions. I think 
between 1947 and 1952, they report that 13 States were seriously 
delinquent for failing to reinvestigate their cases on public assistance. 
And I would like to note, because it is something else that will come 

little further on, that New York was not mentioned as a delinquent 
State. 

The CHatrMAN. Was not mentioned / 

Mr. ApLERMAN. Was not mentioned. 

Senator Jackson. Mr. Adlerman, what sort of audit has the Gen 
eral Accounting Office made? They are charged by law to determine 
whether the money has been paid in accordance with the law. 

Mr. ApLerman. I believe that I spoke to the General Accounting 
Office about it once. They will go in and review the work that the 
auditors did, that is, the Grant-in-Aid Audit Section. But they do 
hot go into the 

The Cr AIRMAN, They do not 2o behind the official records, in other 
words / 

Mr. ApterMan. That is right. They don’t go behind that at all. 
They don’t check in the individual States or the individual regions. 
As far as I know, they don't. 

The CuarrMan, Is there not an incentive, though, on the part of the 
States, to make sure that ineligible people are removed from the rolls, 
inasmuch as the States have to pay a substantial part of the relief 
cost ¢ 

Mr. AptermMan. I think there is an incentive. 

On the other hand, you find many times there may be local situa 
tions; you see, the State administrations have to depe ‘nd on local 
county welfare associations to do the job, and there may be some rea 
sons why they may not do a good job, and they won't check them too 
thoroughly. Then, of course, there is the question of laxity. 

I think if I bring to your attention the situation that occurred in 
New York City, it would illustrate that. 

Senator Munpr. Is Indiana the only State that publishes its relief 
rolls? 

Mr. Apterman. I think there has been recent legislation proposed 
to permit the opening of rolls, but I am not too conversant with the 
situation. I really don’t know. I didn’t go into that situation. I 
was just trying to develop the eligibility rolls, the eligibility reviews. 

But I do think that there was some legislation proposed over in the 
House—whether it was passed or not I do not know—opening up the 
rolls. 

Senator Munpr. The legislation permits the States to open the rolls, 
which Indiana appare ntly does. 
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I wondered if any other States did. 

Mr. AptermMan. I believe that is so. 

The Cnarrman. In other words, you do not know whether any 
other States than Indiana have their rolls open / 

Mr. ApLERMAN. No. 

Senator McCuetnan. As I understand it, the auditors that you 
speak of simply check the account to see that the account is correct, 
the money expended; that it is accurate é 

Mr. AptErMAN. That is right. 

When the States certify they have so many eligibles on the rolls, 
they can’t go behind that. 

Senator McCietian. They check only as against the audit. But 
the Social Security technicians are supposed to check with respect to 
eligibility, whether the rolls are padded with ineligible clients; is that 
correct 4 

Mr. Apterman. That is right. 

Senator McCietian. All right. 

Senator Symineron. I would like to ask a question, if I may. 

You say you believe you talked to the General Accounting Office 
about this? 

Mr. ApuermMaAn. I have a recollection that I did, and I asked them 
whether or not they had made any survey of the Federal Security 
Administration, and my impression was that they said that they did 
not examine the particular eligibility rolls or que stion those at all. 

Senator SyMiINGrTonN. If the \ are SUppos sed to be a final review on o 
money that has been ap propriated by the Congress, you would be 
terested in whether they did audit these books, wor ld you not / 

Mr. ApLeERMAN. Well, I don’t intend to criticize the General Ae 
counting Office, because the magnitude of the job is such that I don’t 
know whether they could really handle it. They need specialists in 
the field. And I think if you were to apply the same rule to any 
of the other departments, I don’t think they check every e xpe nditure. 

Senator Symineron. I certainly do not intend to criticize them 
either, but I was just wondering, 1f you put a billion dollars of tax- 
payers’ money out in the States, is there no General Accounting Office 
audit of that at all? 

Mr. ApitermMan. I think they audit the expenditures to the States, 
but they don’t go beyond that. I think that they feel there is a con- 
flict, that the *y don’t have the right to go into the States to ext imine 
into their rolls. They say that is an infringement on a State’s rights. 
They can’t examine a State’s accounts. 

I don’t know whether it is a valid objection or not, but that is their 
em I think. 

The ¢ oe MAN. Proc eed. 

Mr. ApLeRMAN. Yes. Now, in 1947, the situation came to the atten- 
tion of the State welfare authorities in New York State, and it was 
that during the war years the welfare department in New York City 
completely broke down as far as making reviews and a reexamination 
of cases of eligibles on the rolls. And they took a period of 1946 to 
1948, they examined 16,000 closed cases, cases which had been closed 
for one reason or another. They were reexamined, it was found that 
5,200 cases out of 16,000 cases had improperly received Federal funds 
to the amount of $460,000. 
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The Cuairman. I am sorry. I missed those figures. Would you 
give those to me again 

Mr. ApLermMAN. Yes. Between 1946 and 1948, 16,000 closed cases 
were examined, and it was determined that 5.200 cases out of the 
16,000 cases had improperly received Federal funds in the amount 
of $460.000. 

The Cuarmman. When you say “improperly received Federal 
funds,” you mean people received funds who were not entitled to them 
under the law # 

Mr. ApterMAn. That is right. 

Senator McCLeLLAN. Would those be regarded as fraud cases, where 
they had practiced fraud ? 

Mr. ApiermMan. It was probably a combination of both. There 
probably had been numerous instances of fraud in New York City, 
which I think called the attention of the authorities to the sit uation. 

I think one of the things was that some newspaper story broke about 
a Woman who wore a mink coat being on relief. 

Senator McC.Le.t.an. I would be interested to know whether any 
of the active files were examined for the Same purpose, to determine 
whether they were receiving funds. 

Mr. ApterMAN. Well, as I understood it at that time, Senator, 
during the war years ee were short of help. In addition to that, 
they had a situation up there, the y Aeon a union, which I think was 
Communist dominated. I think it was called the Public Workers 
Union. Iam no sure of the exact name. 

Mr. Fuanacan. That was a union of social-service workers who 
were working for the city of New York handling these cases. 

Mr. Apiterman. That is right. That union was ruled out by the 
CIO at a later date. 

Senator Jackson. That is UPWA, or whatever they call it. Is that 
not the union you refer to? 

Mr. Apterman. I think that was the United Public Workers. 

Senator Jackson. They were thrown out of the CLO. 

Mr. Franacan. That is right, Senator. 

The CHarrman. And this was the union that was certifying on the 
eligibility or ineligibility of applicants for aid? 

Mr. Apterman. That is right. And they had made a rule in which 
they stated that no employee could handle more than a certain number 
of cases. And, of course, they made that a small number of cases; 
the exact amount I don’t know. But that resulted in an additional 
shortage of help. When they cut down the caseload, they didn’t have 
an opportunity or a chance to reexamine the cases to determine whether 
or not a person who was receiving assistance had obtained a job and 
was receiving assistance while he was working, you see. 

Senator McCriettaAn. What I was interested in: If, out of 16.000 
closed cases, it was found that one-third of them were cases where 
funds had been paid improperly or where the clients were not eligible, 
I would be interested to know how many of the active files might 
reveal that. 

Mr. AptermMaAn. That would be very interesting. 

Senator McCievtan. Was any check made of the active files? 

Mr. Apterman. I believe they made an attempt to keep on top 
of the cases after that. However, I m: Ly say this: What I mentioned 
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to you before was just the first phase. ‘I hey took what they called 
the second phase, and that was the cases from 1948 to 1950, and they 
are reexamining all of those cases, and I think that at the present time 
the indications are that the overexpenditures or the improper expend 
tures of Federal funds, and also city funds, for that matter, will be 
approximately the same amount as the previous amount; that is, an 
other $460,000. And I may say this also: That the Federal Govern 
ment is at the present time withholding from the State of New York 
$1 million. 

Mr. FuanaGan. That is $1 million in matching funds? 

Mr. ApLERMAN. In matching funds. That is right. It is with 
holding that from the State to compensate If for 1ts losses. 

Senator Jackson. You said “city funds.” You mean State funds? 

Mr. ApLERMAN. Well, I think it is a combination of « by and State 
funds in New York City. 

Senator Jackson. Who has charge of the administration and is 
responsible for them / 

Mr. ApLERMAN. Well, that is one of those situations. There is a 
conflict there. ‘The State supervises, according to the Federal law, 
all of the local organizations. But the city itself administers its own 
welfare department. 

Senator JACKSON. They are responsible in turn to the State ? 

Mr. ApLERMAN. ‘They are to be supervised in turn by the State. 

Senator Jackson. Of New York / 

Mr. ApterMAN. Yes. ‘There is quite a conflict as I understand it. 

Senator JAcKson. Under the Federal law, though, if 1 understand 
the Federal law correctly, the States must bargain with the Federal 
Government: not the cities. Right? 

Mr. ADLERMAN. Correct. 

Senator Jackson. So that the responsibility for whatever goes on 
within the State rests entirely with the State department of welfare 
or whatever the title may be within the State / 

Mr. ApLERMAN. That is correct. Under the Social Security Act, 
there must be one agency to handle the whole State, and that is the 
State welfare organization. 

Now, I may say this: That a similar situatien took place in Pennsyl- 
vania, in a little different way. In 1950, I believe that one of the 
auditors—L don’t know his name, but I think he should be com- 
plimented—did something he was not required to. 

Mr. FraAnaGan, A Federal auditor ? 

Mr. ApLERMAN. Yes: one of the Federal Security auditors. I don’t 
know who the gentleman is; but, at any rate, I think he should be 
complimented for doing something he didn’t have to do. 

The CHatrMANn. May I interrupt you at this point‘ 

Did your study, which you and Mr. Shriver have been conducting 
now for about 5 or 6 months, convince you of the percentage, over-all 
in the United States, of ineligible cases that have been getting that aid ? 

Mr. ApLERMAN. I think | can come up with some figures on that, 
Senator, as I go along. 

‘The CHAtRMAN. You would rather proceed in your own fashion ? 

Mr. ApLERMAN. Yes. I would say it will run quite high. Actually, 
nobody knows how many ineligibles are on the rolls. It could be as 
low as $25 million a year, and it could be as high as $100 million 
ayear. I would say that the average would probably run about maybe 
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$75 million or $60 million, or something along that line. But I will 
come to that a little later. 

Senator McCietian. Would that be on the annual basis of expendi- 
ture ¢ 

Mr. AptermMan. On the annual basis. 

The Cuatrman. I understand, with only two of you working at this, 
it was impossible to pin it down as to the amount of money paid out 
each year to ineligible cases. You say it could run from as low as 
$25 million a year to as high as $100 million a year. 

Mr. AptermMaANn. Yes. I will come to some surveys that were made 
and some percentages that were arrived it, and I think you will agree 
with me that actually nobody knows how many ineligibles there are 
ona roll, but there must be a considerable number. 

Coming back to Pennsylvania: This auditor, in running down some 
of these notices, noticed that there were some discrepancies in the 
dates, and so forth, and so he looked into the situation a little more 
clearly, and it developed that in eleven-hundred-some-odd cases he 
found that there were ineligibles on the rolls, and he was able to take 
exception to $55,000 in Federal funds that were improperly expended. 

Mr. Franacan. In other words, in the State of Pennsylvania in 
1950 a Federal auditor examined eleven-hundred-odd cases, or he dis- 
covered that eleven-hundred-odd cases were receiving money to which 
they were not entitled ? 

Mr. Apterman. That is right. 

Mr. Fianacan. And, as a result of his findings, exceptions were 
taken which saved the Federal Government some $55,000 ? 

Mr. ApLERMAN. Correct. 

Senator Jackson. How many people were working on 1,100 cases to 

ick up that—was it $50,000 ¢ 

Mr. AptermMan. As I understand it, it was just this one auditor. 
There may have been one or more than one. I don’t know. But he 
discovered that the dates when these people were taken off the rolls 
were not properly reflected in the files, and when he checked into it, 
he saw that they had been paying people beyond the date when they 
obtained matching from the Federal funds. In other words, they 
were obtaining matching from Federal funds beyond the date when 
they had stopped the cases. 

Senator Jackson. What I am getting at, Mr. Adlerman, is this: I 
think we can all agree that when you have thousands and thousands 
of cases in the 48 States there are bound to be people who get on the 
rolls that are not eligible. 

Now, do you think, in the Pennsylvania case, the number of ineligi- 
bles was inordinate, considering the volume? That is what I am 
getting at. 

Mr. Apterman. Well, I would say that a search which would reveal 
1,100 cases 

Senator Jackson. Out of how many cases ? 

Mr. Apterman. Of the caseload in Pennsylvania? 

Senator Jackson. Yes. 

Mr. ApLERMAN. Just a moment. 

Mr. Fuanacan. Senator Jackson suggests that you get those figures 
later and insert them in the record. 

Mr. AptermMaNn. Yes. I will be glad to. 


(rr 
— 
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Senator Jackson. And, along that same line, I wish we could get 
some information as to the number of ineligibles that the States have 
turned up. 

The reason I ask the question is because I know that in many States 
they are very conscientious about running down ineligibles, and I s: ay 
that whether there is a Re publican administration or a Democratic 
administration within the States. Because the States, I do believe, 
have a real incentive—do they not ?—to cut down the number of ineli- 
gibles, when they have been, in many cases, in the larger States, paying 
more than one-half of the relief burden. 

I think it would be helpful if we could have, Mr. Chairman, for the 
record, what the States have done in trying to rid the rolls of ineligibles. 

Mr. Apterman. I don’t think the question of the political complex- 
ion of the State has anything to do with it. 

Se oes tor Jackson. Well, I was not inferring that you had suggested 
anything of the kind. 

Mr. Apiterman. And I think the States are very anxious to get the 
ineligibles off their rolls. 

Senator Jackson. This was not partisan. I was just pointing out 
that the States have a real incentive to cut down the number of ineli- 
gibles. I can say that, for my own State of Washington, where the 
administration is of the opposite political comp lexion, the relief cost 
to the t: \xpaye rs of the State of Washington is really burdensome. My 
recollection is that it is one-third of the State budget for old age, 
dependent children, blind, and a assistance—the four categories. 
So that there is a real incentive, I believe, on the part of the States, to 
cut dow nthe ineligibles. 

Mr. ApLerMan. I can give you the figure on Pennsylvania. I be- 
lieve that there are 79,000 recipients in the State of Pennsylvania. 
Now, that is not the caseload—— 

The CHatrmMan. A little louder 

Mr. AptermMan. There are 79,000 recipients in the State of Penn- 
sylvania. Now,that isnot the caseload. That isthe number of people 
who are receiving assistance. In other words, one family may have 
five people receiving assistance. That would be one case. 

Senator Porrer. As in aid for dependent children. Each family 
would be a recipient. 

Mr. ApLERMAN. That is right. 

Senator Jackson. Does that include old age ? 

Mr. ApLERMAN. That includes all of them, I believe. 

Senator Jackson. There must be more than 79,000 people receiving 
old-age assistance. 

Mr. ApLerMAN. Oh, pardon me. Old-age assistance to 79,000; aid 
to the blind is 15,000, and aid to dependent children is 39,000. 

Senator McCLetian. The 39,000, now, would be cases and not indi- 
viduals? 

Mr. ApLERMAN. Number of families. 

The CHairMan. Do you mean that one auditor examined all of those 
cases ¢ 

Mr. Apterman. I don’t know who the auditor was or whether it 
required more than one auditor or not. I don’t know exactly how it 
was done. ; 

The Crarrman. Let me ask you this question: The 1,100 cases you 
mentioned, which were improperly receiving assistance, did that result 
from a check of all of the cases in Pennsylvania? 
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Mr. Apterman. No. Oh, no. This resulted only in a check of 


certain cases where he noticed discrepancies in what he ealls an 
cas, 

Phe Cramman. You said he found 1,100 cases. Do you know how 
many cases he checked in order to find the 1,1004 I am just curious 


as to the percentage, 

You understand, the reason I ask, Mr. Adlerman, is that if you 
found 1,100 cases in a che of 79,000, it would not be nearly as sig- 
nificant as if you found 1, 100 in a check of, say, 0,000 or 6,000. So, for 
the committee to attach any Importance to this, we should know how 
many cases were checked. If you do not have that information there, 


will you get it for us and supply it for the record 4 
Mr. ApLerMAN. Yes. I think I can supply that for the record. 
(The information referred to will be found in the ap ypendi x under 
Supplemental data” on p. 5s.) 


Senator Porrer. Mr. Chairman, I would be interested in know- 
Ing about the findings on people that have been recelving assistance, 
that are ineligible. 

Were they ineligible when they were declared eligible, or did they 
become ineligible after receiving assistance 4 

Mr. Apu RMAN. I have no records on that whatsoever, but ] suspect 
hat a great many of those cases were ineligible only after they were 
laced on the rolls properly. In other words, there may have 
been a change in circumstances. 

Senator Porrer. It indicated, then, more a lack of review rather 
than any deliberate effort to put ineligible peop le on the rolls? 

Mr. ApterMaN. That is right. It is my opinion from what little 
I know that the number of clriselers on the rolls is comparatively small 
compared to the Vasi number ot people who are on the rolls. ] 
think in most instances it is purely bad administration that permits 
people to stay on the rolls after they have once been eligble and are 


once p 


ho longe re ligib 

Senator Porrer. Does the Federal Security Agency require the 
States to have a review once a year ! 

Mr. ApLERMAN. At least once a vear. 

nator Porrer. At least once a year ! 

Mr. ApLterMan. Yes. Some States are apt to review two or three 
times a year. Other States are very lax, and they have to be pressed to 
review even once a year. And then the question of the quality of re- 
views Is very, very important. I think that that is probably the most 
Important factor, the qui ali ty of the revie Ws, rt ather than the number of 
reviews made. 

Senator Porrrer. There is always a problem in cases of this kind, 
whereby a person will be eligible when they apply and when they are 
certified to the rolls, and then there may be a woman receiving aid to 
dependent children, and afterward she will receive a part-time job, 
which for a temporary period may make her ineligible. But I know 
they are reluctant to notify, possib sly, the welfare agency, because they 
do not know how long their position will last. I know that happens 
quite frequently. 

Mr. ApLerMAN. I am quite sure there are a number of cases of that 
sort. 

Mr. Franacan. Mr. Adlerman, in an effort to determine how they 
check these ineligibles in various districts, did you visit region 1, in 
Boston, and region 2, in New York ? 
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Mr. Apterman. Yes. Mr. Shriver and myself made a trip to region 
{ in Boston and region 2 in New York, and we interviewed the peo 
ple there, and we examined their processes, how they worked, and 
what they were doing. 

Mr. FuanaGcan. Let’s take region 1, in Boston. 

What does that region cover? What States 

Mr. ApterMAN. That covers Maine, Vermont, New Hampshire, 
Massachusetts, Rhode Island, and Connecticut. 

Mr. FuanaGan. Now, how many cases did you find that the Federal 
authorities checked for eligibility in that area during a given period 
of time? 

Mr. ADLERM AN. Well. they have a case load, an annual case load, in 
fiscal 1952, of 193,000 cases. Their Federal funds that are expended 
in that area, in region 1, amount to $77,835,000 a year. That is, for 
fiscal 1952. 

Now. over a 5 year pel lod, according to the figures which are Sup- 
plied to me by the regional office from their administrative review 
people, they reviewed 5,160 cases. Apparently there is a slight dis- 
crepancy between the number of cases that the regional ollice Says 
they investigated and the number of cases that the headquarters of 
fice in Washington stated. 

| believe that the difference isn’t too marked. It is probably 
another SIX, seven, or may be eloht hundred cases, W hich the Washing 
ton offices Says were revie we a. 

The Cuairman. See if 1 have this picture clearly in mind. Of 
roughly 190,000 cases— 

Mr. ApDLERMAN. 193.000 cases for fiscal 1952. 

The Cuatrman. Approximately 5,000 were reviewed over a period 
of 5 years. That meant 1,000 cases a year; or Ll case out of every 200 
was reviewed. 

Mr. ApteRMAN. Well, I think it breaks down to about one-half of 1 
percent of the cases that were reviewed. 

The CuatrmMan. One-half of one case. That would be 1 out of 200. 

Mr. ApLERMAN. That isso. Iam sorry. 

I took the case load each year for 5 years and came up Ww ith a figure 
of 900,000. You must remember that some of these people have been 
on the rolls more than year, some maybe more than 3 years, but the 
point is that in a 5-year period, all they reviewed were 5,160 cases. 

Senator Jackson. What do you mean by “reviewed”? Just looking 
at the case history file? Or actually 
family ? 

Mr. ApitermMan. As I understand it, the Administrative Review 
Section, Social Service technicians, go to the various local offices, and 
they pull these files and examine the case h stories to determine 
whether or not the case histories reflect that the people are eligible 
for relief. 

I don’t think they go to the houses, except in unusual situations, 
when they may possibly vO. 

Senator Jackson. So they really only vet, then, the bald eases of 
violation ? 

Mr. AptrrmMan. That is right. 

Senator Jackson. Because if you can look at a file and determine 
whether they are eligible or ineligible, then there is gross negligence 


voing out and interviewing the 


29219—53 3 
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1! tho e cases where they ive perm {ting peopl on the rol] that Ou 
il determine trom the face of the recora, Is that correct f 
Mr. ApiermMan. I think that correctly states the situation. 
Senator JACKSON. Now, the Federal] people, then, do not ro out and 
} wt i] families. So what ceood does t do just to look ‘ul the 


ite a bit fron 


Mr. ApLerMAN. Well, I guess they could determine qu 
| ie only rt lly 


t| fi] . sut at the same time, | ree with vou that { 
bona fide check that can be performed w ll be a field investigation. 
Senator JAcKsoN. Well, for 5 months I was a home visitor for the 
welt re ade] irtment: and I do not know much about it, but I do know 
that vou cannot tell from looking ata file whether they are eligible, 
because if the person who has charge of that file permits an inelig ble 


n to be on there, and if you can determine that from the file, it is 


] 

i 
1 
} 
I 


reatly a pretty sour s Cuation.,. 

So I do not see how you can really I) ike an accurate ¢ he k by just 
Lo ne through the files. 

Mir. ADLERMAN. Well, except this, that they do find cases which 
demonstrate from the files that the man has other sources of income. 
And the reinvestigations have disclosed certain factors which the 
welfare worker in the field hasn’t taken into consideration. And if 
vou can eliminate those cases or find they are ineligible 

Senator Jackson. Yes; but you have a family budget, do you not, a 
udget that they are allowed in public assistance cases? They are 
allowed so much for the husband, the wife, the child, and soon. The 
tandards are laid out, and if the file discloses that the income was 


1 


ich and such, then clearly they are ineligible. 

But the point is that the file may disclose that there is income in 
the family. ‘The question arises: how much is the income? 

For example, let us take a typical case, where people are living on 
a little farm, a stump ranch, we will say, out in our State. They 
may have a cow or two. When the cow goes dry, they are eligible. 
When the cow is fresh, they are ineligible. That is not to add humor 
to this, but I have had that experience, of finding out that the case 
loads were t he heaviest when the cows were dry. 

I think it is a pretty difficult task here to really get the chiselers 
from the Federal level. I think that is what points up the responsi- 
bilities of the States, to see to it that their home visitors are on the 
ball and really follow through where there are cases ot earnings in 
the family, where individuals in the family have earnings. 

Mr. ApterMan. I think what happens in a great many of these 
cases is that they review the files and they find they haven’t covered 
certain elements that they should have examined into. 

The administrative reviewers, that is, these technicians, will then 
refer the case back to the local office and say: “This file is incomplete. 
It fails to show whether or not there was any determination of 
Whether he had any outside sources of income” or something of that 
sort. And then the local office will send out and investigate it to 
clear the file. Now, in some instances they will say: “Well, this file 
is cleared, because we determined there is no outside income.” In 
other instances, they will come back and say: “Well, when we checked 
into it we found there was some outside income.” 

The Cuarrman,. I think Mr. Jackson raises a very important point 
there. That is, if you find these very high percentage of cases of 
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ineligibility by a mere checking of the file, undo edly a Spot che 
in the field would indicate many more cases of oibility. so t if 
your spot check of the files by a Government auditor would not giv 


) ! 


usa complete picture of this situation at all. 

Senator McCiettan. May I ask you one question at this point? Is 
it possible to tell from an Inspection of the files wl ether the chent 
} } 


has become inel o ble since the time he was p! iced on the rolls? Phat 
seems to be one of the sources of a lot of Waste, that once they get on 
the roll, they are probably elig ble at the time, but changes in cn 
cumstances later make them inel oj] le, and they continue to draw as 
sistance funds. How can you determine by just a check of the file? 

Mr. Apterman. I don’t think you can, except to this extent: If you 
see that the case has not been reinvestigated, Say, for a period of 9 
or 10 months, or a year, you say: “Well, what is the present situation ¢” 
and you send it back to the field offices. I imagine that 1s what they 
do. They send it back to the field offices, saying, “Bring this file up to 
date. Let us know what the man is doing at the present time.” 

Senator McCLeLian. Like the situation of Senator Jackson’s cow. 
At one point she may have been dry. Three months later she ay 
have been producing milk. 

Mr. ApLerMAN. Now, in region 2, which covers New York State, 
Delaware, New Jersey, and Pennsylvania, the case load is 367,454 
cases. 

Mr. Fiuanacan. That is the cas load at some oiven date ? 

Mr. ApDLERMAN. Yes, that is the case load for fiseal L952 as ofa vivel 
date. I mean, it may vary from one date to another, but that is just 
taking one given date. 

The CuatrmMan. When you say a case load of 367,000, would you 
have any idea how many individuals are involved ¢ 

Mr. ApLeERMAN. No, I don’t know. That can be ascertained. But 
I suspect it is probably about 500,000 I suppose. Because the pro 
portion to the entire country is about, roughly, 5 million recipients to 
about 314 million cases. 

The CHatrmMan. I see. 

Mr. Fuanacan. Mr. Adlerman, can I take you back to region 1? 

Have you finished with region 1? 

Mr. ApLerMan. Unless you want to ask me some questions. 

Mr. Fuanacan. Yes. How many employees in the Boston area, in 
region i had the responsibility of checking these files to determine 
whether the people receiving the aid were eligible for it ¢ 

Mr. ApuerMAN. I believe there were three technicians that were 
assigned to that office. That is, there were a regional representative 
and I think two technicians. 

Mr. Franacan. In other words, there were three Federal employ 
ees in the Boston region, which covered most of the New England 
area, who had the responsibility, among other things, of checking 
these files to determine whether the people receiving the aid were 
elegible ? 

Mr. ApLteErMAN. That is correct. 

Mr. FLranaGan. And you found that these three people in a 5-year 
period checked some 5,160 cases ? 

Mr. AvLerMAN. Let’s say 6,000 cases, to agree with the headquarters 
office. 
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Mr. ly ANAGAN, \) ad hie Wmany inel oibles did they find 7 

Mr. Apterman. I don’t have the figures for that; except that I 
think 161 cases were referred to the regional auditor. 

But in talk ne to Mrs. Hoey, who is the director of the program of 
the Bureau of Publie Assistance. vesterday, she called our attention to 
the fact that there were many cases which did not go to the regional 
auditor, but which they referred dire¢ tly to the States / 

I don’t have the figures for 1952 they never furnished me with 
thos but I think I ean show you some figures for 1950, and beyond 
a ble and inelio rib le cases asa result ot their survey ¢ 
The CuHarrMan. That is in the Boston region ? 

Mr. FLANAGAN. Yes, sir 

Mr. ApLerMAN. From the records supplied me by the headquarters 
oftice of the Bureau of Public As istance, in 1950 the case load fo1 
the entire country was 3,521,419. They reviewed 17,157 cases. 

Mr. FLANAGAN. Now you are talking about a Nation-wide basis ¢ 

Mr. ADLERMAN. That is Nation-wide. 

And they came Up W th sustained elig bility cases, that is, cases sus 
tained on the grounds they were ineligible in the number of 354, out 
of 1.993 which were referred. 

Mr. FLANAGAN. What does that mean ? 

Mr. ADLERMAN. They referred 1.993 cases to the States to clear up, 
to determine whether or not they were eligible. 

Mr. FLuaAnacan. In other words, they reviewed 17.000 cases? 

Mr. ApLterMAN. That is right. 

Mr. FLANAGAN. In 1,993 cases they had doubts as to thei ur eligibility. 

They referred them athe States, said, “Check on them,” and of that 
number 354 were found to be actually ineligible? 

Mr. ApLERMAN. That is correct. 

Mr. Fuanacan. What is that percentage? 

Chat is a very low perce ntage., 

Mr. AntermMAN. Well, I haven’t figured it out, but I would say that 
t is roughly three to 35.000. 5 

Now, I can give you the other pictures than run along. 

Che CuarrMan. I do not follow your figures. 

You said 3 to 35 thousand. I do not know what you are referring 
to at all. 

Mr. ApterMan. All right: I will explain that. It is my own way 
Gi computing this th ing. 

If 354 eases were ruled ine ligible out a case load of 3.521.000. if vou 
knock off the last two digits, 1t is 3 cases to 35,214. ; 

Senator McCLetian. But all those cases are not checked. 

Mr. AptermMan. No; I am saying that is the number of ineligibles 
found in the ease load. 

Oh, as to the case reviews ? 

Senator McCrietian. Well, if that same percentage would hold 
rue. it would « ertainly be more than 3 to 35.000. 

Senator Jackson. Three hundred cases out of seventeen thousand 
reviewed, Is that not the answer ? 

Mr. ApterMan. I am-sorry. You are right. It would be 3 cases 
to 171 that were reviewed. 


Mr. FLANAGAN. What figures do you have as to the number of 


el 
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/ 


y ] +] ; 
Now, do vou want me to run down the figures 


The Crairman. Just to keep your figures straight, that would be 
315 cases to 171: is that not right 4 

Mr. ApterMAN. Yes. 

Mr. Fuanacan. Back to this situation in Boston, I asked you for 


the figures on how m nV cases they found inelig ble as a result of the 
5100 eases that they reviewed. 

Mr. Apterman. I don’t have the figures for 1952 and 1951. 

Mr. Franacan. Did you find that in any instances in some States 
the Federal Government checked no eases in certain years ¢ 

Mr. Apterman. Yes. That is quite true. 

Mr. Fuanacan. Well, can you tell us about that? Isn’t it a fact, 
Mr. Adlerman, that in 1950. in the States of Connecticut, Maine, and 
Vermont, the Federal authorities reviewed no cases at all for ineligi- 
bility ? 

Mr. Api ERMAN. In 1950, they did not review any cases for eligibility 
in Connecticut. Maine, and Vermont. In 1951, they failed to review 
any cases for eligibility in Connecticut, Maine, New Hampshire, and 
I believe the aid-for-the-blind program in Massachusetts. 

Mr. FranaGan. How about 1952, this last year / 

Mr. ApterMaANn. In 1952, they failed to review any cases in Con 
necticut, Rhode Island, Vermont, and the ald-for-the blind program 
in Massachusetts. 

Mr. Franacan. When you discussed this program with the Federal 
people in Boston, did they give any reason why they didn’t review 
those cases in those years ¢ 

Mr. Apterman. Yes. They stated that the Administrative Review 
Section is charged with a dual duty. One is to review the procedures 
and changes in the laws, and so forth, and the other is to conduct the 
eligibility review. They felt it was more important to keep up with 
procedures than to keep up with the eligibility. They didn’t have 
the manpower, they claimed, to do both. 

Mr. Fuanacan. Now, in region 2, in New York, which was also 
examined, did you find how many cases were reviewed in that region 
during the 5-year period 1945 to 1952? 

Mr. ApLerMAN. Yes; that is in a 7-year period. In the 7-year 
period from 1945 to 1952, they reviewed 5,932 cases, according to the 
report given to me by the regional office in New York. 

Mr. FLanacan. Now, do you have any information as to how many 
of those 5.900 cases were found to be ineligible ? 

Mr. ApueRMAN. No; I don’t have the exact figures on that in 
1952—— 

Mr. FianacGan. Do you have it in any year? 

Mr. ApLterMan. But I believe I can explain that. 

The CHatrMan. This seems like rather a monumental task for two 
investigators. 

Mr. ApLerRMAN. I could break it down in figures, but I couldn’t 
do it nght now. 

Mr. Fianacan. Will you break it down for the record ¢ 

Mr. ApLteRMAN. Do you want me to do it right now? 

Mr. Fuanacan. No. 

Mr. ApLERMAN. You want me to supply that? 


All right. 
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{ Ihe information requested will be fou id Wn the appendix under 
“Supplemental data” on p. 9.) ; 

Senator Jackson. In that connection. I wonder if we could have 
ipplied for the record the l umber of people assigned to this job of 


checking on the States? 
Mr. Apterman. Yes, I think I mentioned it a little earlier. There 
were 45 people in the Administrative Review Section. Thirty-three 
inicians, social-service technicians, and 12 are 


are yrofessional tec! 
clerical help. 

Senator Jackson. Forty-five that had the job of checking on the 
ehoibility-—— 

Mr. Apterman. In a billion-and-a quarter-dollar program. 

senator J ACKSON,. Of 3 million cases ¢ 

Mr. AnLerMaAN. Of 3,500,000 cases. 

Senator Jackson. Three million five hundred thousand cases in the 
United States? 

Mr. Apterman. That is right. Or 5 million recipients. 

Senator Jackson. The total number of individuals being involved 
iB the three million odd Cases being 5 million. So that there are 45 
pe ople that are assigned to the job of review ing these cases. Is that 
correct 4 

Mr. AptermMan. That is correct. 

Senator Jackson. Now, let me ask you this: As to the 45 people that 
have been assigned to this task, in your opinion were they doing a 
competent job, considering the number of people available for the 


issignment ¢ 

Mr. Apterman. I wouldn’t like to use the word “competent.” I 
would Say they are not doing a job. They are not doing a complete 
0b. They are not doing a proper ob. I Say perhaps as far as they 


go they might do a competent job. If they review a case, they might 
do a competent job. 

Senator Jackson. The staff of 45 people have reviewed last year 
33,000 cases. Is that it? Or was it 17,000 they reviewed? Seven- 
teen thousand, I believe, it was that they reviewed. 

What Iam getting at: Is the number of cases they reviewed substan- 
tial for the staff assigned to the job? 

Mr. ApterMAN. No, I don’t believe it is. 

Senator Jackson. So that the 45 were really not turning out the 
job that they should be turning out ? 

Mr. Apterman. They definitely are not. 

Senator Jackson. And the work that they are turning out is not 
exactly competent ¢ 

Mr. ApLerMAN. Well, if you want to use it in that sense, that the job 
is not being competently done. LT would say so. If you ask me about 
the individuals, I can’t Say. 

Mr. FLanacan. Well, now, in defense of these 45 reviewers, isn’t 
it a fact that the great majority of their time is spent in work other 
than review ing’ these eases? 

Mr. ApterMan. Definitely. That is, they are doing reviews of pro- 
cedures and practices and changes in the law. 

Mr. FLanaGan. Is it not a fact that the great majority of the time 
of these 45 persons is spent not in reviewing cases of ineligibles but 
rather in reviewing the types of procedures that are set up in the 
various States? 


\ 
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Mr. ApDLERMAN. That is correct. 

In region 1, I found that the case load is approximately one and a 
half cases per man. 

Mr. FuanaGan. Per day? 

Mr. ApLERMAN, Per day. For eligibility review. 

Mr. Firanacan. In other words, in region 1, where you have three 
persons assigned to reviewing ineligible cases, they are in fact only 
reviewing—what was that number? 

Mr. ApLERMAN. About one and a half cases. 

Mr. FiranaGan. One and a half cases per day per man. 

Mr. ApLeRMAN. That is right. 

Mr. Fuanacan. And they are devoting the rest of their time to re- 
viewing administrative procedures within the States? 

Mr. ADLERMAN. That is correct. 

Mr. FuanaGan. Rather than reviewing eligibles? 

Mr. ApLerMAN. That is correct. 

Senator McC.Le.nan. I think you have got your calculations just 


i little wrong, in that vou said there were is seasons Only 33 of 
Rice, however, were technicians, and the others were clerical staff. 
And if there are 17,000 reviewed in a year, that means a workload of 


about 515 cases for each rey iewer, per annum. 

Mr. ADLERMAN,. I w ill tell you how I arrived at this workload. 

Senator McCietian. Well, would that not be correct? Thirty- 
three reviewers and seventeen thousand cases reviewed during a year? 
That would make the workload, or the production, average production, 
ot each reviewer, D15 cases per year, 

Mr. ApLeERMAN. I think that is so. Incidentally, those 17,000 cases 
are not 1952 but 1950. I don’t know exactly how many case workers 
they had at that time. Out of the 5,160 cases reviewed, figuring on 
2920 work days, and figurine the number of men times 3 times 5, 
would give you 15 man-years. If you divide that into the number of 
cases, you come to 1.5 cases as the workload per man in region 1. 

In region 2, the haces is pre actic ally the same. It is 1.2. 

Mr. FLANAGAN. Cases per day 

Mr. ApLerMAN. That is right. 

Mr. FLANAGAN. Now, did we check into the activities of any out- 
side surveyors, any outside groups, independent groups, who went into 
this problem of ine ‘ligibility in various States ! 

Mr. ApLERMAN. Yes, we did. 

We found that in the State of Illinois the research concern of A. ¢ 
Neilson & Co. conducted a survey and made an extensive investigation 
in over a thousand cases on public assistance. 

They revealed that 6.4 percent of the cases that they examined on a 
fixed date were found to be ineligible for relief, and payments to these 
people represented a loss to the Federal Government. 

In the fiscal year of 1951, Illinois received $49 million in publi 
assistance grants. If the figure of 6.4 percent were applied to the 
Federal expenditure of $49 million, it means that approximately $314, 
or $3,136,000, in Federal funds, given to the State of Illinois in the 
year 1951, was improperly expended on persons ineligible to receive 
relief. 

There have been questions raised by the people in the Bureau of 
Public Assistance. They claim that, well, this 6.4 figure isn’t accurate, 
because the agency itself in the field would have found those cases 


¥ 
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anyhow, or did find them. But the point was that as of a fixed date, 
they discovered that 6.4 cases on that fixed date were ineligible for 
relied 

Phe CratrMan. May I terrupt. They found that merely from 
an exam ition of the files? 

Mr. ApLERMAN. No, they went out in the field. 

The CHAIRM iN. In other words, there was spot check in the field. 

Mr. ApLermMan. That is right. They went out in the field and inter 
viewed the people and spoke to them and examined them and examined 


the records. 

Senator Porrer. What group was this? 

Mr. ApLERMAN. That was a survey conducted at the request of the 
State of Illinois. It was a private Company, a research concern, A. C. 
Nielsen Co. 

Senator Porrrer. As a private company employed by the State for 
the purpose of determining whether there were any ineligibles on 
the roll. 

Mr. ApLerMAN. That is right. 

Mr. Fuanacan. According to our information, is that A. C. Nielsen 
group a reputable, experienced group ¢ 

Mr. ApterMan. As far as I can find out they are a very experienced 
cohipany. 

The ( ‘HAIRMAN. I assume it is normal to find a certain percentage of 
ineligibles on a roll no matter how efficient your program is run. In 
discussing this with those in charge of the program, those that con- 
ducted the surveys, have you arrived at a conclusion as to what would 
be a reasonable percentage of ineligibles to carry ¢ 

Mr. ADLERMAN. I have my own ideas on the subject. I don’t know 
what other people feel about it. 

The CratrmMan. From your 6-month study of this, what are your 
own ideas on it! What do you think a normal reasonable percentage 
would be? 

Mr. ApterMan. I would say that it should not be more than one-half 
of 1 percent. That is 1 case out of 200, if that is the figure. 

The Cuatrman. What position do the officials at the FSA take 
on that? 

Mr. ApLerMAN. I don’t think they voiced any opinion on it. They 
do feel there is an irreducible number, but I don’t know what they 
came up with. 

Senator Porrer. If I could make an observation, I shared the same 
experience as Senator Jackson at one time. I was a county supervisor 
of the Bureau of Social Aid in Michigan. If I can refer to the work- 
load of the Federal investigators, they have beeen charged with re- 
sponsibility of reviewing the State case loads: we used to consider that 
if a case worker had 60 cases, that was a large load, a large case load. 
As a matter of fact, that was larger than most private agencies would 
carry. Ithink itis practically impossible, with that number of people, 
to have any idea of the ine ligibles that might exist. The *y can’t begin 
even to scratch the surface. And the difficulty in determining eli- 
gibility is not a fixed one. Normally it has nothing to do or little to 
do with social work. It is a financial consideration. A person may 
be eligible today, ineligible tomorrow, and eligible the next day. It 
is a most difficult thing to make a determination. I don’t know what 
the answer might be, but it is a complex problem. 
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The Cuatrman. In that connection, may I ask Mr. Adlerman do 
you know, roughly, the case load of the social workers who have the 
responsibility in the various States to examine the cases ¢ 

Mr. ApLterman. No. It varies from State to State. I may say 
that one of the problems that the Bureau of Public Assistance finds 
itself with is that there are some States which are very inefficiently 
administered. Some localities, local groups, may be inetliciently ad- 
ministered and may have very large ease loads. But that isa problem 
that develops in some States and not others. Some States are well 
administered: which ones, I do not know. 

Senator Jackson. Mr. Chairman, I want to concur with our col- 
league from Michigan, Senator Potter, with what he said about the 
case-load problem. The heart of this matter is how it is administered 
at the local level. And if the States do not spend adequate funds and 
get competent people to administer the welfare program, no matter 
what the Federal Government may try to do, you can’t rid the rolls 
of chiselers. 

Now, the only Way 18 to have a swarm of Federal visitors, home 
visitors, and welfare workers, spot checking all over the United States, 
to go right out into the area and check the families to determine 
eligibility, because in ean ot these Cases a person IS eligible on the 
first day of the month and by the 15th they are ineligible. Eligibility 
is a continuous matter of change. ‘That happens all the time. The 
prize cases, of course, are the widows and divorcees that are on the 
relief rolls. 

Senator Porrer. They are living together one day and separated 
the next. 

Senator JAC KSON. Yes, they are married and remarried, and no 
check. And in the old age cases, Most of those people are eligible unt il 
death. I mean, there is not much they can do to change their eligi 
bility, I Say 1n most cases, because they are past bo. Unless they cure 
healthy and can go to work in a defense plant or something they will 
continue to be eligible, whereas in the public assistance cases, that 1s, 
people that are unemployed and are not eligible for unemployment 
insurance, through sickness and so on, and who are to get public relief, 
those are the cases that you have to watch. You know in some States 
they can get up to three or four hundred dollars a month under eligi 
bility rules because it is governed by the size of the family. That is 
where you have a lot of real abuse. But unless the State serves its 
full responsibility, of course, it is a hopeless task to follow through on 
the matching money that is made available to the States. 

I think, of course, heavy penalties on the States for obvious abuse 
is one answer, or there are penalties now where they can withdraw 
funds, and I think discretion is vested in the Federal Security Agency 
to withdraw funds where there are flagrant abuses. 

Mr. ApierMAN. I feel this, that if you have an active, eflicient and 
thorough review of the cases, you can spur the States to obtain good 
results and get them to make investigations when necessary and to do 
a good job. But if you don’t have that spur, they are not going to 
do the job. 

Senator Porrrer. If the Federal Government would require, or set 
down, a pattern of review, it would help. I think one of the big 
difficulties is the fact that a review has been held, but it really is not 
a review. It cannot be, just by checking the files. I know from ex- 


29219—53 4 








22 ELIGIBILITY AUDITS FEDERAL SECURITY AGENCY 


perience in Michigan that actually the only way you will have a real 
review will be to treat the cases as a new case once a year, to review 


part cul rly with the variable factors, such as a divorcee, to see if 
the husband is contributing. [any times they are contributing and 
the Department has no knowledge of it, which would affect their 
eligibility. The same thing would be true with anybody who is em 
ployal le or in a work status. ‘Those are the elements that should 
be reviewed at least once a year. But Lam fearful that many times 
review has been a paper review only, just checking the record. And 


{ think if the Federal Government could require the States to set 
aowh a pattern, on a review, or 1D a review to treat 1t aS a hew case, 
it would be helpful. 

Mr. ApterMan. [I am not too familiar with just what sort of pat 
tern they do set down, but I do know this, that they have required 
them, according to the plans they are required to reinvestigate at 
least once a year, 

Now, I pers nally feel that perhaps it might be a eood idea to re 
quire them to do it once eve rv 6 months. 


Senator Porrrr. Yes. | think, however, you will find that most of 
your States are 1n the same position that we are here. It is a tre- 
mendous job. Say you have a case worker with 600 cases. Phey 
should allow the case worker, maybe, to review every 3 months. You 


will find in many of your metropolitan areas, particularly, that they 
many have 3800 cases. I don’t know w hether they can make an adequate 
3- or 6-month review with that many cases, but the should. 

Mr. ApLERMAN. Well, I think it should be a condition, and that the 
Federal Government should refuse to match unless they do make 
these reviews and put suflicient people on to administer the program. 

Senator Porrer. I think it would save money in the long run. 

Mr. ApLteRMAN. I am sure it will. 

The Cnatrman. Am I correct that the Federal Security Admini 
stration does have the power, now, to require the States to properly 
pol ce their cases ? 

Mr. ApterMAN. That is correct. 

The Crarrman. Is it your impression that the reason for such a 
high number of ineligibles on the rolls is because the Security Ad- 
ministration has not required proper policing by the States ?_ 

Mr. ApterMAN. I don’t think it is that so much. They probably 
have the paper rule that they should police, but I don’t think it has 
been effective because they haven't had enough administrative reviews 
to demonstrate to the various States that “Here we have gone in and 
found out that so many and so many cases or such percentage of cases 
are ineligible,” and “ we want you to clear your rolls.” 

The CHatrmMan. But in any event there is no doubt about the fact 
that the Federal Government cannot send out social workers and re- 
investigate all the cases. 

Mr. ApiermMan. That is correct. I don’t think they can attempt 
that. 

The Cramman. About all the Federal Government can do is spot 
check in various States. If they find that the situation is bad, if they 
find that social workers are not properly investigating the cases or 
the workload of each social worker is too high, then they can penalize 
the States: right? 
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Mr. ApLeRMAN. That is correct, sir. 

The CratrMan. Go ahead. 

Senator Dirks} N. Do you have some deta | on the type ot invest! 

gation that was made by the Nielsen Co. in Hlinois? 
Mr. ADL RMAN. Yes. | recall reading through some of the material 
there, that he had 75 men assigned to the job and they went out and 
they checked every single one ot those thousand cases, went into the 
homes, inter iewed the people, examined all the records, and made a 
very close survey throughout the whole State. They didn’t devote 
themselves to just the city alone, but they went throughout the whole 
State. They came up with an average which was practically the 
same in the cities as it was in the downstate areas. 

Senator Dirksen. Over how long a period of time did that review 
run / 

Mr. AptermMan. I think it took several months. Well, I couldn’t 
say that, I don’t know exactly how long. But 1 think maybe it took 
a month or two, I am not sure. 

Senator Dirksen. What happened to the report of the Nielsen Co. ? 

Mr. ADLERMAN. The Nielsen report was obtained at the request 
of the welfare authorities in Illinois and was turned over to them. 
I know that the people in the FSA have received copies of that report, 
they are cognizant of it, and I suppose they have taken some steps 
to alleviate the situation. 

Senator Dirksen. Insofar as you know, what action was taken at 
the State level in Hlinois? 

Mr. AptermMan. I don’t know exactly. I didn’t go out to Illinois 
and I didn’t inquire in that region. We had only a limited amount 
of time and manpower to devote to the job. 

Senator Dirksen. You say as of now that that report was brought 
to the attention of the Bureau of Public Assistance here in Wash 
ington ? 

Mr. AptermMaAn. Yes. They gave me a copy of the report. 

Senator Dirksen. What action was taken here, if any / 

Mr. Apterman. I don’t know, but I suppose that they went to the 
State of Illinois and asked them to clear up their rolls. 

Mr. FuanaGan. In that regard, Senator, Miss Hoey is here today. 
and I am sure she is in a position to answer that question. i 

Senator Dirksen. I simply want to make it clear that one of the real 
values of this record will be in connection with the appropriations for 
Federal Security Agency some months hence. I think insofar as it 
has any value that might eventuate into some economies for the Fed 
eral budget. we must be careful that a cood and effective record is 
made. 

The CrarmrMan. May I interrupt? If Miss Hoey is here, I wonder 
if she can hear what is being said up here. Are you there? 

Miss Horry. Yes, I can. 

The CHatrMan. I understand you are the director of the Bureau 
of Public Assistance. 

Miss Hoey. Yes; I am. 

The Cratrman. Have you been able to hear everything that is 
going on? 

Miss Hory. Yes, thank you. 

Mr. ApterMan. I have a copy of the Nielsen report, if you would 
like it to go into the record, or if you would like to examine it. 
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Senator Dimxsen. Is it set up in some detail, or is it too voluminous 
to accompany the record? If not. L think it hould be made a part of 
the record. 

Mr. Apterman. Yes. Either that or as an exhibit, I suppose, would 
be all right. 

Senator Dimxsen. This does not look as if it is too voluminous, and 
I think it would be extremely useful. lL have reason to believe that 
the Nielsen Co. is a very reputable company mM Illinois, and ] think 
this o ioht to be made a part ot the record In its entirety. 

Mr. Apterman. There is one thing. I think it is a copyright article. 
[ am quite sure Mr. Nielsen would not object, but I would like to call 

n on that and obtain his permission. 

Senator Dirksen. Manifestly that should be done. 

The CramMan. It will be made a part of the record, and if you 
care to contact Mr. Nielsen and find out if he has any ob ections, we 


we glad to hear those OvVIeECTLIONS, ] cannot concelve of any obje 


| 
\\ i] 


Mr. AptermMan. I don’t believe he will. He has been very coopera 
tive. 
The Cnatrman. If he gave this to you as a courtesy, I think you 


1] 1 


hould contact him and see if he has any objections. If he has, take 
committee, In the meantime, it will be made part of the record, as 
exhibit No. 1. 

(The document referred to was marked “Exhibit No. Le ind will be 
found on p. 41.) 

Mr. Franacan. Mr. Adlen ian, did we also find that in the State 
of Connecticut that the Connecticut Public Expenditures Council, Inc., 
which was a taxpayers’ organization, made a survey in that State of 
Connecticut similar to the survey made by the Nielsen group in the 


Cup with me and I will take it up wv th the other members of the 
} ] 


State of Illinois? 

\Ir. \DLERMAN. It was a survey that was made I wouldn’t eall if 

milar, because they did it more in the nature of the way the Bureau 
of Public Assistance conducts inquiries, it’s in this respect. I might 

iy at the outset that the case load in Connecticut is 24.431 cases, and 
the Federal grants received amounted to $10,616,000, for the fiscal 
vear 1952. 

Now, the Connecticut Public Expenditures Council, which is a pri- 
vate taxpayers’ organization, obtained the services of two trained in 
vestigators, and they examined a sampling of 715 cases out of the total 
case load of 24,000 eases. 

Mr. Franacan. Did they go into the field and go from home to 

e or did they merely examine the files / 

Mr. AptermMan. They did not. They examined the files. And they 
discovered that in 500 some-odd cases out of the 715 cases it was im 
possible to determine from the files whether a person was on relief, 
getting assistance, or whether he was entitled to it or whether he was 
elig ble. It was IM po sible to tell. So they took those 500 cases and 


they referred them back to the State welfare organization, with in- 
structions that they be cleared. By cleared they mean that the cases 
be reexamined and the folders be brought up to date, field investiga- 
tions be made by the workers, welfare workers at the local level, and 
to come back and report. And they did. 
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Now, that was a typi il instanee of how the Burea t of Public A 
sistance, I think, operates. But in this case it ' lone by two outside 
investigator at the reque t of this council. 
Senator DIrKseNn. aoe was the conclusion of e lnvestigati . 
Mr. ApterMAN. Wel y came up witha report. They claim that 
8.4 percent of th e eases that F were examined out of e {LD eases owed 
improper expenditures. They didn’t come up with a figure saying 
that these were cases of ineligibles on a roll, but they came up wit 


a figure showing that these were cases of improper expenditures in 8.4 
percent of the case ‘ | red ecl it toan ne | 

cases that they examined it would ippear that 1% you took the 
that was involved over a year period, lt would seem that LU,000 some- 
odd dollars Was Improperly expel cle l, ¢ t of the 7 cases, 1n ed 
eral funds, or a proportion of 314 percent of the money s] 
assistance. 


Senator Dirks! N. Lam more interested in the in idequa y of these 


files. If these ] feted le were experts, in 65 percent of the cases they 
said the file was adequ ate on which to make a determination. 

Mr. ApDLERMAN. 1 heat right. Five hundred out of seven hundred 
cases were in such bad shape tl it nobody co ld tell 4 om read ne those 
files what the situation was, whether a perso was olf relief, on relief, 


or ineligible or elig ble. 

The CuHarrMan,. In ae words, from the file you could not even 
tell whether a man w vetting relief? 

Mr. ADLERMAN. That is right. Pardon me, I think it would show 
that it was an open file and he was presumably vetting relief but no- 
body would know whether he was entitled to it. That would be a 
better statement. 

Now, if you project—— 

The CuarrMan. May I suggest that we try and move along rapidly 
enough so that Miss Hoe y will have an opportunity to testify also 
be fore 12 o’cloe ‘Ik, if we possib ly can. 

Mr. ApLERMAN. I think I can finish in just a few minutes nov If 
you project the $10,417 figure that was found improperly expe nded 
out of the 715 cases into the annual amount that was s spent in the State, 
I think you must come up with a determination that some $356,000 out 
of the $10,600,000 was overspent or improperly spent out of the Fed 
eral funds. 

Mr. FLanaGan. In other words, by projecting the sampling be un 
by this taxpayers’ council, you arrive at the conclusion, whether it is 

right or wrong you never know, that some $356,000 of Federal funds 
were needlessly expended in the State of Connecticut. 

The CHatrMan. For what year? 

Mr. ADLERMAN, That would represent roughly about d14 percent. 

Mr. FiranaGan. What year was that? 

Mr. ADLERMAN,. 1952 

The Cuarrman. There were $356,000 to people who were ineligible 
to get the money ¢ 

Mr. ADLERMAN. That is correct. Now, I would like to say this, that 
if we were to take these two figures and try to determine how many 
ineligibles are on the rolls of the United States, the only criterion we 
have is the experience we have in these two surve ys. If you took the 
6.4 figure and applied it to the one billion and a quarter million dol- 
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lars, it would seem that SU million nh Federal money 1s being ils 
spent. 

The Cuarmman. Annually. 

Mr. ApLerman. That is right. If you take the 314-percent figure, 
I think we come up with a figure of some $44.5 million which is an- 
nually being misspent on people who are ineligible for relief. 

Mr. FLanacan. In any event, and in conclusion, Mr. Adlerman, 
it would be safe to say that many millions of dollars in Federal funds 
ire being paid out to persons W ho are not eligible for relief under our 
present law. 

Mr. AptermMan. I don’t think there is any que stion about that. The 
only question is. What is the amount? Is it $25 million or is it $100 
million. Nobody knows. There is no way of knowing at the present 
time. But there is indication that there must be between $44 and 
pou million, from what we have at the present time. 

Senator Porrer. Is it your conclusion that if the Federal auditors 
confined their auditing to eligibility auditing rather than to proced- 
ural auditing, that much more would be accomplished and leave the 
procedural work to the other administrative officials within the 
agency or within the State agency themselves / 

Mr. ApDLERMAN. Yes. Asa matter of fact, I had the opportunity to 
talk to some of the auditors of the Grant-In-Aid Auditing Section of 
the Federal Security Agency, who used to handle these cases, and I] 

isked them how many cases the ‘vy handled a day in 1939 until they were 
taken off that job in January 1940. They told me at that time each 
auditor was required to hi andle 100 cases a d: ay, to examine 100 cases a 
day and come up with a result. I asked them what they could do at 
the present time and they feel that at the present time each auditor 
who could be assigned to this job, and a ea accountant, could 
examine 60 cases a day, because since that time the cases have grown 
in volume and they have many more criteria that were not present in 
1939. So they fee ] that if they were assigned to the job, and I don’t 
believe they like the idea of being assigned to the job but it might be 
a very good idea for them to be so assigned, if you were to take 30 
accountants and assign them to the work for the whole United States, 
that is, about 25 in the field and about five in the home office, they 
feel that they could examine some 325,000 eases a year and come up 
with some results. 

Senator Porrer. Which would be a sampling. 

Mr. ApterMan. Which would be a sampling representing between 
S and 10 percent of the total case load. The — load is 3,500,000 at 
the present time. They figure they can do between 300,000 and 
25,000 cases. That would be aaieiie about 8 to 10 percent of the 
entire case load. 

Senator Jackson. How many more people would you have to 
employ ? 

Mr. Apterman. I would suggest that the administrative review 
people be taken off that job at the present time. I don’t know whether 
the \ will have to be retained to do the other job, but L would say if 
you were to employ 30 accountants at a cost, including travel and 
everything else, of about $180,000 a year—— 

Senator Jackson. What should the irreducible minimum be ? 

Mr. Apterman. I don’t know. My own opinion ? 
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Senator Jackson. There is going to be a certain amount. That we 
agree to. 

Mr. ApLERMAN. In my own opinion I can’t understand why you 
should have more than 1 case out of 200 at the maximum. 

Senator Jackson. I meant dollarwise. 

Mr. ApLterMan. Dollarwise? Well, I would say one-half of 1 per- 
cent, I would say, would be the irreducible minimum. 

Senator Jackson. That would be a little over a million dollars 
each year. 

Mr. AptermMan. That is right. And I feel that with proper work 
that should be cut down. 

The Cuatrman. Just one further question. Do I understand that 
the FSA has no auditors doing this work, that the only people doing 
this auditing are social service workers ? 

Mr. ApLERMAN. That is correct. 

Senator Dirksen. One further question. Does FSA admit that 
there are ineligibles on the rolls? 

Mr. ApLEer M iN. I don’t think there is any question about it. From 
our conversations they admit it, they say it is a problem, and they 
would like to work something out to do something about it. and they 
are trying, 1 think. I think they are making an effort. But the fact 
is that they have not done an efficient job in the past. 

The CHairmMan. Is that all? You may step aside. 

Miss Hory. | understand you have some assistants with vou. You 
may bring them up to the table, if you care to. Your assistants are 
Mary E. Austin and Paul Vernier, and Miss Kathryn Goodwin. Will 
all of you stand and be sworn. 


TESTIMONY OF JANE M. HOEY, DIRECTOR; KATHRYN GOODWIN, 
ASSISTANT DIRECTOR; MARY E. AUSTIN, CHIEF, PROGRAM OP- 
ERATIONS DIVISION; AND PAUL VERNIER, ADMINISTRATIVE 
REVIEW, BUREAU OF PUBLIC ASSISTANCE, FEDERAL SECURITY 
AGENCY 


Mr. FiuanaGan. Miss Hoey, will you state for the record your full 
name and present position with the Federal Security Agency 

Miss Hory. My name is Ji <4 M. Hoey. IL; am Director of the iii au 
of Public Assistance of the Federal Security Agency. 

Mr. Franacan. How long have you held that position? 

Miss Horry. From the beginning of the program L7 years ago. 

Mr. Franacan. Can you tell us very briefly your training and back 
ground prior to the time that you became Director of the Bureau of 
Public Assistance / 

Miss Hory. I came immediately from New York City as the assist- 
ant director of the welfare council in New York City. Ihave had both 
public and private experience in agencies in he alth and welfare fields. 

I am a graduate of the New York School of Social Work, I have an 
M. A. from Columbia, and a B. A. from Trinity College in Washington. 

Mr. Fianacan. Miss Hoey, you heard Mr. Adlerman’s testimony 
this morning? 

Miss Hoey. Yes. 

Mr. FuanaGan. Could you tell the committee why, in 1939 or 1940 
it was decided by your agency to take the auditors off of this job of 








} elo ible nad { ! rt il rity t 
\i Hlory. Ye will | ic t \ lese are Otate 
( ina t State 1d tratiol ihe 
I 1 t ( ( ( I ch ite may 
kKederal f als. Kor each itevgory, and there are four, the 
v bl (i. e 1e¢ vV aepenadent ch ldren, and the 
iV ana totally a bled, Those plat ive to be submitted 
ederal Seem v ‘Way vy and tl have to meet the specihe 

1 \ il | I l 
Whi ve started in 1936 there were a very limited number of States 
that ime under the program. Phat has ine sased until now all of 
States and the Territories, including Puerto Rico and the Virgin 
Islands, e 1950. the District of Columbia, Alaska, and Hawai, 
old-age ; tance programs. All but one State have aid to 
CLEP tent children, ar a \ dtothe | lind progran ‘ Forty eight have 
to-blind programs and thirtv-nine have ald to the permanently 
otallv disabled 

When the States were first eO1] ne, they needed a great deal of 
elp on the fiscal side in setting Ip ther accounts ind so we had con- 
ve a ountat who went to the States and help ad them in 
ting up their procedure The programs mav be either State 
aim fered Ol State-supervi ed When they ire State-supervised, 
been brought out here, there are local units that must be supe 
vised by the State agencies In mat y states they had not had these 
functions before and so a whole new program had to be set up. So 
the auditors in the first 3 or 4 years were extremely helpful to the 
States in setting up their fiscal procedures and accounts. We found 


ose first few vears that the auditors would take « xceptions from 
the face sheet and if the information was inadequate to prove eligi 
bility or there was any contradiction in the information, they would 
I ike exc ptions., Often it Was Ihaccurate records, inadequacy of rec 
cords, rather, and the States were able to clear up those on reinvesti 
0 We thought that wa not suflicient. We thought that we 
must help the States to strengthen their administration so that they 
wo ld do a bette job, that it Was our job to see that ineligible people 
were prevented from vetting on the rolls. Rather than just finding 
the ineligible ones in considering the number of requirements in the 
Kederal act which couldn't be determined through case reading, we 
cle cle | that a broader review would need to be mace of State adminis- 
tration. For example, in 1950 the right of an individual to apply for 
assistance was established in the Federal act. the right to prompt pay- 
nent after they have apphed, the right to a fair hea ing, and many 
other things that cannot be determined from the case record itself. 

Mr. FuanaGan. Miss Hoey, to interrupt a moment, the testimony 
here today shows the 33 social-service technicians whom you now have 
spend a great majority of their time in reviewing administrative 
procedures, That is correct, 1s it not ? 

Miss Hory. It is reviewing the State plan and amendments to the 
State plan each year, because you can’t review eligibility unless you 
know what the State provisions are of the State plan. 

Mr. FuanaGcan. And, in fact, these social-service technicians are 
averaging about two cases per man per day as far as eligibility reviews 
are concerned: is that correct ? 
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Miss Horry. Yes. We have an inadequate staff. We hav 


decreasing’ stati nee 1943. We had S people on the staff and we 
how have wo >. We have CO] stentlyv ¢ ( tO! il Creast if] 
ado more case revit v. but We ive not re ve 

Mr. FLANAGAN. Have you ever ¢ dered p © auditors on t 
i 

s Hory. The auditors have a funct ! i part oF 
«een now. ‘They are not completely e field. They 
do all the review of authorizations ha » iL recor I \ 
also check iten if elie Vs ke ther o { ( a ovel ‘ 
vears of age, whetlh people ar mates of p nstitutions, and 
certain other facts that can be se fro e authorizatio fo) 
payment, 

Mr. Fuanacan. Have you asked the approy ons committees of 
Congress specific ally nthe . years, sav, for additiona ple to reviey 
these assistance cases for el v1D lity alone ¢ 

Miss Hory. Not alone. We ask for an inerease in administrative 
review staff, because no one can read a cord thout having also 
rey ewed the plan to see what the provisions re of that plan. 

Mr. FLanaGan. But have you or other representatives of the FSA 
specifically advised approp! ations conimilttes { il vou desired add 


tional people to review specific cases fol ello D t\ 

Miss Hory. Yes. 

Mr. FuanaGan. You have asked that specifically ? 

Miss Horry. Yes. And in 1950 we specifically told them that this 
eally meant a loss of Federal funds if vy ve did not have an adequat ite 
staff. Now, the Sa garages is the State’s for detern Hning elig 
a not ours. But at least we ought to have an adequate st: ft 

eth: at the States have set up con trols and methods of p srocedure that 
v will result in only a minimum of ineligible people. 

Mr. Franacan. Do you now feel that you have the adequate staff- 
ing facilities to make suflicient spot checks to determine whether or 
not the States are allowing ineligibles to collect the Federal funds? 

Miss Hory. No, we have not for some years been able to make a re 
view in each State each year. 

Mr. FuanaGan. How many reviews do you think you should make 
out of a total of 314 million cases ? 

Miss Hory. We have tried this year a scientific sampling in two 
States, in Georgia and in the State of Texas. We would like to extend 
that to all the States as soon as posible. That would mean again only 
a sampling of the records. But we have enough evidence now to know 
that that 1s enough to see where the weakness is in the State admini- 
stration. Therefore, that could be corrected on the basis of that kind 
of areview. We would like to do that 1 year, and then the next per- 
haps 1 or 2 years follow up with where the weaknesses are and v2 
spec ific types of studies so about every third year you would do 
sample in every State. 

Mr. Fianacan. Now let’s take the sample you made in Georgia. 
When did you make that sample ? 

Mis Horry. That was made during this past year. 

Mr. Franacan. And that was for eligibility / 

Miss Horr. That is right. 

Mr. FLAnaGan. How many cases did you sample? 
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Miss Hory. I think there were 700 

Mr. Vernier. No, it ran aproximately 900 cases. 

Mr. Fuanacan. How many ineligibles did you find among that 900 4 

Mr. Vernier. Our final results show aproximately one percent. 

The Cnairman. If the reporter has difficulty identifying the vari 
ous witnesses who spea Ve jus t stop us. 

Mr. FLANAGAN. You also made a sampling of Texas, did you? 

Mr. Vernier. The number of cases in Texas was about 900, 

Mr. Franacan. How many ineligibles did you find out of the 900 
cases 4 

Mr. Vernier. Less than 1 percent in Texas. 

Mr. Fuanacan. In Georgia you found about 1 percent and in Texas 
vou found less than one? 

Miss Hory. Yes. 

Ir. FLANAGAN. Was that a field or file inquiry / 

Mr. Vernier. That was a reading of the file. If the record did 
not support a finding of eligibility, it was referred to the State fo. 
more information. ‘The figure I gave you was the result of the State 
sending in subsequent information. 

Mr. FranaGan. Would the State representatives go into the field / 

Senator Jackson. As I understand it, you mere ly checked the files. 
and of the 900 you had one percent Ine ligible ? 

Mr. Vernier. After information was received from the State. We 
raised a considerably larger number of eligibility questions from ou 
review of the files. 

Senator Jackson. But wouldn't it be better to make, shall we say, 

full field check rather than a mere file check ? 

Miss Hor me We clo not have a stat even to make the file check, 

Senator Jackson. I understand. But let me make this observation, 
if I might. Suppose instead of checking 900 files, wouldn’t it have 
been better to make a full check on 50 cases or 25 cases, to re: ally go out 
and find out whether the files are sup porte “d by ts amily ‘conditions? If 
vou find that it shouldn’t be 1 percent in your case files of ine ligibility, 
that can be detected on the face. I think the s States ought to be dealt 
with seve rely, unless minor infractions are involved. But your reat 
chiseling can be determined only by a check of the family situation, 
by sda into the home and running down the necessary evidence. 
Isn’t that correct / 

ees ve y. I would like to make a statement on that. You see, of 
this case load of about 4.800.000, of that number 2.600.000 are aged 
santa: The majol ity, at least 85 percent of those, are over 70 years 
of age. Their conditions usually do not change. There are very few 
chiselers, as you Say. Their need increases, because of illness or death, 
and the agency is not notified immediately. 

Of the others, you have the blind, the permanently and totally dis- 
abled. Again, you do not get many people on that of which there are 
questions of people fraudulently taking the money. Your question 
comes on aid to dependent children. That is where most of the States 
have found difficulty, where the father has deserted. The question 
in the Nielsen study, for example, were night visits to the homes, or 
early morning visits, a detective process to find out whether or not in 
fact the man was living in the home and not away from it. 

Mr. FLANAGAN. I don’t disagree with you: I pointed that out my- 
self earlier. But to follow up on your Georgia case, you had 900 
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cases reviewed. How many of the 900 involved the aid to dependent 
children and general public “assistance Cases, where the father is head 
of the family ¢ 

Miss Hory. We have nothing to do with that. We have an almost 
completely unemployment load. We haven’t one thing to do with a 
man who is working, and his needy family. 

Mr. FuanaGan. That isn’t my question. Of the 900 cases you 
checked in Georgia, what percentage of the 900 involved aid to de- 
pendent children and general public assistance cases ? 

Mr. Vi RNIER. We review ho cveneral assistance cases, because there 
are no Federal funds involved. But we can get the figures on aid to 
dependent children. 

Mr. Franacan. Offhand, what was your plan of checking? 

Miss Hory. I forget what the proportion was of aid-to-dependent- 
children cases. It was a sample of the entire case load. 

Mr. Furanacan. What was your plan of making the scientific checks 

1 Texas and Georgia ? 

Mr. Vernter. Our purpose in that, sir, was to arrive at a reliable 
estimate of the eligibility in the entire case load. 

Mr. Fianacan. I understand that; but I am trying to find out 
whether you follow through, and what your premise is that the 
largest number of ineligibles are in the area of aid to dependent 
children, and so on. My question is, of the 900 cases you reviewed, 
how many, or what percentage, roughly, were old age, what per 
centage blind, and what percentage aid to dependent children ? 

Mr. Vernier. I do not have the exact figures, but we reviewed 
very much larger proportion of the aid-to-dependent-children cases 

The Cuamman. There is one important question raised by Sen: itor 
Jackson which I don’t think has been answered. That is the question 
whether or not it would be better for you to spot check less cases 
and to spot check them in the field r: ather than spot check the files. 
In other words, we will never be able to give you enough people ; it 
will be impossible to go out there and have the Federal Government 
check every State. That 1s a function for the State. For you to 
determine whether the State is doing an efficient job, you must have 
a thorough spot check from time to time, I assume. It occurs to me, 

I hear Senator Jackson—and he has had some experience in this 
field—that a spot check mere ly of the files will not give you a com- 
plete picture of those who are improperly receiving aid. Senator 
Jackson asked the question. Instead of spot checking 900 files, 
wouldn't you get a better picture by spot checking less cases and having 

\ field spot check? What is your result on that? First, let 
the gentleman back here. 

Ber. Vernier. One of the problems that that would present to us 

s that the number of cases we could cover through that process would 
be so small that it would be difficult to draw any conclusions about 
the cases asa whole. That is one difficulty. 

Mr. Jackson. You wouldn’t know, though, until you tried 

Miss Hory. We have, on previous occasions. 

Mr. Vernier. We have done this in two or three States. 

The CHarrmMan,. Let me ask you another question, if I may. This 
Nielsen survey and the other taxpayer survey made in Connecticut, 
indicates a percentage, I believe, ranging from 3 something to 6.4 
of ineligibles. Would you consider that unnecessarily high? In 


me ask 
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\I : I] EY. I think ve have hardly at 3 fol judgement, except Unie 
lies the States have made, and they would come out 1 to 2 percent 


Che CuHatremMan. In other words. vou would think that l to2 percent 
i | 
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would be what you would normally expect with this huge program. 
Mi Llory. But as Senator Potte: pointed out, many of the cast 
orkers have four to five hundred case loads, so that the workers do 
pot ive enough time to make an adequate investigation. 
The CuHatrmMan. Wouldn't you think the function of the FSA is to 
Insist that the States properly administer their program, and if four 


or five hundred east pel worker is too many, that they then should 
reciuce the 1 umber of cases and put on more workers. 

Miss Hory. We have tried to ask them to do that. Some States 

nnot afford to do so, they do not have enough money to spend for 
either assistance or administration. There is no way that we can i 

st that they have a certain number of workers. We have tried to tell 
them and pointed out the inefficiency of having such high case loads, 
where the State didn’t want to approp. late enough. 

Senator JACKSON, But you could, under the law, vet at the States 
indirectly by, if you find a given number of ineligibles and the pel 
centage is running high, threatening to withdraw funds until they set 
up proper administrative mac hinery to handle the case loads. 

Miss Horny. That is one of the sanctions we have: that is, withdrawal 
ot Federal funds. We don’t threaten. We bring the States the facts 
wnd present them and ask them to correct the situation through their 


own staff. There is a State field staff, which you know goes to the 
localities and they are the ones who ought to work out a plan for home 
visits. I think it would be much more logical to have the State do it. 


Senator Jackson. This is primarily a State responsibility, and your 
job, as I see it, is to make sure that the State machinery is adequate. 
You can’t go out and police individual cases. That is absolutely 
impossible. And you would be interferring in the rights of the State. 
But the question in my mind is whether or not you have adequate 
authority or adequate steps that have been taken to call to attention, 
at least in an effective way, the inefficiencies that exist in the adminis 
ration of the welfare laws in those States where Federal funds, of 
course, are included. 

Miss Hory. There is only one sanction and that is withdrawal of 
funds. We try to negotiate, we try to get the States to correct bad 
situations, 

Senator Jackson. Do you think the law ought to be amended in 
that regard ¢ 
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Miss Hor we . ] don’t <HOoOwWw how vou can strenoethen the Federal law. 
Most States want to do a good job. 

Senator Jackson. It is to their own interests. 

Miss Hory. Of course. They put up substantial State money. 

Senator Porrer. The States also farm out the job to the county 
welfare boards, do they not? 

Miss Hory. That is right. 

Senator Porrer. And in some States the supervision is not as strong 
as 1t s hould be bee: ause the county welfare boards have assumed a 
vreat deal of responsibil ty in that respect. 

Miss Hory. That is righ t. The Federal act is quite clear on that 
point of State supervision, but some States will not assume that 
responsibility. 

Senator Porrer. Many of the programs are integrated with the 
general aid program and others are separate ; is that not true ‘ 

Miss Hory. That is right. 

Senator Porrer. Many times you will find a conflict between the 
two programs, a certain amount of rivalry. 

Miss Hory. That is right. 

Senator Porrer. Is it not also true that some of the States have 
their own laws pertaining to the programs, aid to palin tet children, 
aid to the blind, and eligibility is determined by State law as long 
as it doesn’t conflict with Federal law; is that true? 

Miss Hory. That is right. The program may be broader or nar- 
rower than the Federal act. 

Senator Porrer. When you make your audit, do you make it in rela- 
tion to the State law or Federal law ? 

Miss Hory. Federal law. We bring a violation of State law to the 
attention of the State if there is something that is quite obvious when 
we are reading the record, but it is not our responsibility. 

Senator DirksEN. Are you familiar with the Nielsen survey ! 

Miss Hory. Yes: I am. 

Senator Dirksen. Did FSA cooperate in any way, or did they 
stand by when that survey was under way ? 

Miss Hory. It was the State board of public welfare that made the 
study. 

Senator Dirksen. But 1 wonder if vou had watchers or people who 
cooperated ¢ 

Miss Hory. We did not. We knew about the study and got a copy 
of the report, and talked to Mr. Nielsen, the regional office did. 

Senator Dirksen. Was that a thorough study ? 

Miss Hory. They did something which the State does not do now. 
They do not have investigators that go at night or early in the 
morning, using detective methods, to find out whether a man is in the 
home. Frequently, the cases found ineligible were where a man was 
said to be out of the home and he was not. If the State had used the 
same methods and the same kind of staff, they probably would have 
found that information, too. Mr. Nielsen said that it had—— 

Senator Dirksen. Well, I want to qualify it a minute. It was a 
survey that was designed to get the facts for the purpose of deter- 
mining the eligibility. 

Miss Horry. That is right. 

Senator Dirksen. In your judgment, was the procedure good for 
getting the facts? 
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Miss Hory. For that kind of facts: ves. 

Senator Dirksen. Does FSA have authority te contract fon private 
agencies to do a check like that? Has it evel been done 4 

MM SS Hoy es lt has never been done. 

Senator Dirksen. With respect to the survey itself, I would like 
to hear that sentence that you referred to. 

Miss Hory. May | Say that we pay half of the administrative cost 
and this included half of the expense of the Nielsen study. It cost 
something like $77,000 for this very short survey. The sentence | 
thought was interesting, “The Commission is operating in what may 
be called an economical level of ineligibility, that to reduce the current 
level further would cost more ih case workers’ salaries than it would 
ult mately save.” 

In other words, I think that is the answer to Senator Mc( urthy: 
question. I think what they had was 2.3 of ineligibility, and the 
Nielsei people thought that for the gener al load that was abou t right 

The Cuarrman. ‘To keep the record straight, unless I am wrong, the 
Nielsen survey was to the effect that the percentage of ineligibility was 
6.4 someth he. 

Miss Hory. Yes; in this particular group of cases which were t 
k < that I mentioned to you. It was not in all categories, but it was 
1! » kind of cases where there was desertion in the family. 

" he C HAIRMAN. I guess I misunderstood you. I thought you said 
their survey showed 2.3. 

Miss Horny. No: not in their survey but with the usual investigation 
methods the minimum of what was the lowest you could reduce 1 
eligibility to. 

Senator Porrer. Could I ask this question: What formula do you 
have for your financial arrangement with the State, your contract with 
the State? Is it the same with each State or do you enter into a dif 
ferent contract with various States / 

: Hor y. No. 

Senator Porter. It is not based upon the need of the State / 

Miss Hory. Not at all. It is 50 percent of the administrative cost 
and then the formula basis for the assistance depends upon how much 
the State puts up. We match up to $30 for the adults and $21 for 
children. 

Senator Dirksen. Further on the Nielsen report I see, in a state 
ment that Mr. Nielsen made, where he made this observation: 

If a continuing investigative program employing especially trained men would 
cost about $100,000 a year, this crew could pay for itself if each investigator lo 
cated only four chiselers a year who would not otherwise be detected 

Now, I do lift that out of context, but I think it probab ly does } jus stice 
to the rest of the statement. So he pins it to an administrative cost of 
a hundred thousand a year, and all you would have to locate would be 
four chiselers a year for each investigator to make it pay for itself. 
But now I have ancillary question to that, which is this: Quite aside 
from investigating in the field and doing detective work, wh at other 
methods, if any, have you employed in order to reduce the ineligible 
load ? 

Miss Hor y. One I me ntione cd to you, th: at Ww ith a high ease load your 
workers may have 10 minutes for an interview, as one of the State 
administrators told me. Then he was hiring another staff to make the 
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investigation, which I think the investigator should have made in the 
first place, if she had enough time. We believe that eligiblity miust 
be determined, if it is at all possible. For example, a father must be 
located, even if he isn’t living with his family, and that takes time. 

Senator Dirksen. But I was thinking of something else. I was 
thinking of the effort made in Congress last year, to let a little hi 
hine on these relief rolls in the various States. You are famil 
certainly, with the action taken by the Indiana Legislature. 

Miss Hory. Yes. 

Senator Dirksen. At which time FSA suspended payments to Indi 


ana on the theory that it wasn't in accord w th the spir { of the Social 


rhit 


lar, 


Security Act. That isa fair statement / 

Miss Hory. No: a specific provision in the Federal act, which says 
that all the records must be Kept confidential. That does not mean 
secrecy as the hewspapers have described it, but rather that the rolls 
must be used only for the administration of publ ¢ assistance. 


Senator Dirks! N. Would vou agree that to make these rolls open 
to public Inspection would be salutory and reduce the number of 
ineligibles / 

Miss Hor y. We have had no proof of that as vet In the seven or 
eight States in which they have been opened to the p ibhie. 

Senator Dirksen. The Federal Security Agency is opposed to that 
technique; isn’t it? 

Miss Hory. Yes: we think of the dignity of the peopl ' the indi 
viduals should not be humiliated, that it is very hard on voung chil 
dren, particularly, if it is known at school that they are relief recipi 
ents. We have seen very disastrous things happen to children on 
that basis. a 

Senator Dirksen. So quite aside from what the legislative branch 
of the Government may think about it, the Federal Security Agency 
people are opposed to it 

Miss Hory. No: the Federal act was amended to allow the States 
to do whatever they wished in respect to it. 

Senator Dirksen, Is it not true, however, that the Federal Security 
Agency resisted the inclusion of the Jenner amendment in the Labor 
Security appropriation bill? 

Miss Hory. Yes. We have said that we did not think that that was 
the most effective way of finding people who were ineligible on the 
rolls, that we thought we had enough evidence that if vou had good 
administration, and staffs adequately trained to do their job, that you 
would find ineligibles much more readily than merely publishing the 
list or making it available. 

Senator Dirxsen. I want to get this clearly on the record. The 
official view of the FSA is that the law should stand as it is today, 
with that protective provision in it, and that the rolls should not 
be opened to public inspection. That is the official attitude of FSA? 

Miss Hory. No; the act has been amended and we are adhering to 
that. It is entirely a matter for State legislatures to decide whether 
or not they want rolls open. We are taking no position with regard 
to that. 

Senator Dirksen. What position did you take when the Indiana 
Legislature undertook that kind of a position? 
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Miss Horry. The Jenner amendment was not In effect. We were 
adhering to the provision In the Federal act which sald that the ree 
ords could not be made public. 
Senator Dirksen. I am quite aware of that. But what I am think- 
¢ about is quite aside from the Jenner amendment what your attt- 
tude was with respect to letting the light shine in on these rolls. 

Miss Horry. Well, I am not sure what you mean by the “light shin 
ne in.” 

Senator Dirksen. You say, “If that is the law, all right.” What 
I am trying to get at is your opinion, your viewpoint, with respect 
to letting the hioht shine in, 

\I Hory. We believe that there should be controls in the State 


th an adequ ite staff and time e1 ough for them to make thoroug 


17 
I 


} 


vestigations, and we are sure that that is the best Way ot strengthe 

ng administration. We have no objection to this other procedure, 
except that people are |! uml ated by it, old people, disabled people, 
and there is no vreat advantage. he proot to date has been that the 
case loads in some of the States that have not opel ed their rolls has 
been greater, the drop in case loads, than in the States that have. 
Only a few people at the be Pinning went in to look at the rolls when 
they were open, mostly hewspaper people. Since then there have been 
very few. ‘The experience of these seven or eight States has been that 
very few people have come in and asked to see the rolls. 

Senator Dirksen. But frankly, FSA doesn’t like to have the light 
ne in: is that not correct 2 


Ml ss Hory. We are Very olad to have any lheht. We are asking 
hether it is the kind of holt that will really show up the ineligible 


people. 

Senator DiIRKsI N. You would hot think so to see some of the memo 
randa in the field with respect to some of the Members of the House 
ind Senate who had something to do with the Jenner amendment. I 
was one of the co-authors of it. There was a lot of si olding in the 
ld, and I am confident in my own mind that much of it came from 
ESA field staff and those who are associated with FSA activities 
directly or indirectly, either at the National or at the State level. 
[ think perhaps vou ought to orient the thinking of some of your 
people, because it must have heen apparent to any body who read some 
these little chits that came to one’s attention, that they were doing 
everything possible to get that Jenner proposal out of the law. You 
are familiar with what happened in Indiana? It did have a whole- 
some effect in Indiana: didn't it ¢ 

Miss Hory. I don’t know. 

Senator Dirksen, Wasn't the case load rather substantially dimin- 
ished in Indiana after the light began to shine a little bit ? 

Miss Hory. I don’t know the exact figures. 

Senator Dirksen. Would you get the comparative figures and put 
them in the record ? 

Miss Hory. Yes, and of the other States that didn’t open, com- 
parable States. 

Senator Dirks! N. The rolls immediately before and then the rolls 
fora pel iod immediately after, to get a good comparable picture, 

Miss Hory. I will be glad to do that. 

(The information referred to above will be found in the appendix 
under “Supplemental data,” on p. 59.) 
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Mr. FuanaGan. Miss Hoey, could you tell the committee very briefly 
what steps you are tak hg or contemplating to attempt to reduce the 
number of ineligibles on these assistance rolls / 

Miss Hory. We thought this year we would try to extend this 
scientific sampling that we made in the States of Georgia and Texas 
to other States. We have, of course, a great many tl vs that we are 
doing to try to reduce the ineligibles. But of course it is not our ad 
ministration, it is the State’s administration. We are trying to help 
the States to set up the necess ry col trols to see that mele ble people 
do not come on the rolls, that we prevent their coming on and not just 


catch those that come o1 

Mr. Fuanacan. But vou do feel, do you not, that it is your respon 

sibility to initiate some action to make sure that the States get these 
eligibles off the rolls and n that Way Save not o1 ly State funds but 
Federal funds ¢ 

Miss Hoey. That is right. And we are constantly in touch with the 
States, talking about various aspects of their work which we think 
should be strenethened 1h) order to see that o1 ly ( ligible people are on 
the rolls. 

Mr. Fuanacan. Are you now actively planning these surveys, spot 
checks, in other States than Georgia and Texas / 

Miss Hory. Yes; but I mean just this particular method of doing 
it. With the limited staff we had, we thought that would be the best 
way of doing it. We are, of course, in other States, having samples 
reviewed but not on this same basis. 

Senator McCietuan. May I ask this one question: You probably 
indicated your view alre ady with regard to this, but do you have any 
suggestion to make with reference to change in Federal law that you 
think would enable you, as administrator of this division or agency, 
bureau I believe it is, to get greater efficiency with respect to prevent- 
ing ineligibles from getting on the rolls, or eliminating them after 
they are on the rolls? 

Miss Hoey. In terms of legislation ? 

Senator McCLeLLANn. Do you have any recomme ndations or sugges 
tions to us as to any provision or amendment of the existing statutes 
that the Congress could enact that would help you in administering 
this Bureau to prevent ineligibles from getting on the rolls or to re 
move them, eliminate them, after they are found to be on the rolls? 

Miss Horry. No; I think it isn’t a matter of legislation. It is a 
matter of being able to help the States in trying to develop the kind 
of controls and administrations they should have to do that job. 

Senator McCiettan. Where you find a State is not making a con- 
scientious effort or an adequate effort to prevent ineligibles from 
getting on the roll or to remove them after they have been placed on 
the rolls, what action do you take, what can you take, under existing 
law, which would require them to improve that situation ? 

Miss Horry. There are only two things you can do: Talk with the 
State agency, present our evidence, and ask them to correct the 
situation. If they refuse to do so, you can call a hearing and then 
present. your evidence as to whether or not funds should be continued 
and the Federal Secur ity ratte must make the determination 
whether or not funds should be continued. 

Senator McCie.tuan. You can, then, withhold funds? 

Miss Hoey. That is right. 








3S ELIGIBILITY AUDITS FEDERAL SECURITY AGENCY 


Senator McCienian. That is, you can declare the State ineligible 
to receive further assistance ¢ 

Miss Hory. For the particular ¢ ‘ategory that is involved; yes. 

Senator McCie.ttan. Can you not also withhold funds equivalent, 
in an amount equivalent, to that which you find has been paid out to 
ineligible clients ? 

M Ss Ho Y. On indir idual cases that are found to be ineligible, yes; 
we can take individual exceptions and the States must make an adjust 
ment in their request to us. 

Senator McCiennan. As in the case of Illinois, in the report, it 
was found that some 6.0 or 7.0 were ineligib . and were receiving 
pavments. Now can you penalize that State to the extent of with 
holding from it, 1n aid, the amount of funds can! were erroneously 
( xpended to ineligibles ? 

Miss Horny. We make the State go back to the time when they 
know ~ person was e ligib le, and then we will not match for the pe 
riod when the “eter was clearly ineligible. 

Senator McCriettan. Do you do that? You say you “ean.” Do 
you do that ? 

Miss Hory. You heard from Mr. Adlerman that in New York City 
we took $460,000 from the State’s grant. 

Senator McCietitan. Did you do that in Illinois? 

Miss Horny. There has been an adjustment. I don’t know what it is. 
We can get vou the figures on that and other States. 

Senator McCietvan. LT asked, Did you do that ? 


Miss Hory. Yes: we have in a great many States. These are 
usually small amounts but in some States there are substantial 
amounts. sut, always, the person who is clearly ineligible we do not 


match at all fron the pe riod that they were ine igi ible. 

Senator McCriettan. In other words, an ineligible has been on 
the roll for a period of time, and you then find it out, then do you 
deduct from future aid the amount that was expended by the Federal 
Government to that client who is ineligible ? 

Miss Hory. Or ask the State to make the adjustment and not claim 
for that ease: either Way. 

Senator McCrietian. In other words, Federal funds are protected. 

Miss Hory. Are protected ; yes. 

Senator Porrer. Is it not true—and I do not mean to be disre- 
spectful to your profession, or the profession I was with for a little 
while—that the agencies in the field, within the States, handling pro- 
grams of old-age assistance, and aid for oo. children, and aid 
to the blind, are not actually doing a job in social work, that they 
are not ality doing a rehabilitation ne that primarily, and I 
would say that in 90 percent of the cases the main effort is in determin- 
ing eligibility which is more of an administrative and accounting job 
and investigating job ? 

Now, if you agree with that assumption, shouldn’t we then rec- 
ommend to our State agencies that they employ a different type of 
personnel to oe this type of work, because a person who has 
been trained in social work would probably become very frustrated 
with a case ae of 300 or more cases and actually it is a job that is 
an administrative, accounting, and investigating job, and not a job in 
the field of social service, which has been a basis for the requirements 
for a position in those fields? 
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Miss Hory. FE ehty three percent of the case workers have had no 
training in social work, have had no training at all in this work, until 
they got on the job. So while you might all the job a social-work job, 
they are not soc: al workers bec: use they are not trained. We don't 
have enough trained social workers in the whole cow try to man the 
State staffs, let alone the local staffs of the county welfare departments. 

Senator Porrer. ae thinking was alone those same lines. Would 
we not accomplish a great deal 

Miss Horny. We feel it should be a rehabilitation job, that as many 
of these families as possible should be helped to become self-supporting 
as soon as possible. 

Senator Porrer. I think we have to look at it from a practical 
standpoint. 

Miss Hory. A oreat many services are being rendered by these 
untrained } peop ‘le. Some of them do a remarkably good job. The 
State agencies pay such low salaries that you have diflie ulty getting 
anybody to take the case-work job, much less anyone spec ial lly trained, 

Senator Porrrer. I started out at $105 a month. 

The Cuamman. Thank you, Miss Hoey. 

The Cuairman. Mr. Beardwood, did you want to make any com 
ment? You are not called upon to do it as I know that Mrs. Hobby has 
been there a very short period of time. 


STATEMENT OF JACK BEARDWOOD, SPECIAL ASSISTANT TO THE 
ADMINISTRATOR, FEDERAL SECURITY AGENCY 


Mr. Bearpwoop, I just wanted to explain, Senator, t Mrs. Hobby 
hoped she could come here today, but she has an amnets tment at the 
White House that interfered. She asked me to point out to you that 
having only been in there since the 22d of January, she still isn’t ver y 
familiar with things, and on this particular problem she is highly cog 
nizant of the problem relating to eligibility and ineligibility. We have 
already had some cliscussions on it and she has people in the orgeaniZa- 
tion working on it. 

I would also like to point out that yesterday she sent a memorandum 
to all of the people in Federal Security Administration through the 
heads of all of vour constituents, which would include other things 
besides the problems before this group: I might read it to you. 


Senator McCarthy is holding hearings of the Senate Permanent Investigating 


Committee in the conduct of the Federal Security Agency I am unable to ap 
pear tomorrow, but other officials of FSA already have testified or will later be 
requested to testify It is my earnest desire that every employee of FSA cooper- 
ate in every way with Senator McCarthy's committee. I urge each of you to be 


full and frank in your appearance before the Senate Permanent Investigating 
Cominittee. Please give the committee the full benefit of your knowledge so 
members will better understand FSA’s operations and objectives 

She is sorry she cannot be here, but at a later date she will be glad 
to testify. 

The Cuatrman. I want to thank you. I hope this committee can 
be of help to her and to her new job. 

Mr. Bearpwoop. We feel that we are both working on the same prob- 
lem, and we are delighted that you are investigating it while we are 
working on it in FSA. 

The Cuarrman. Might I say that this is just one of the many func- 
tional investigations that we hope to conduct. Naturally we are re- 
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Stl cted by the S] ze of our staff. We can’ ovo into every agency. Thi 

IS ¢ atype of contin ung study which we think ec: an be very beneficial and 
Save money, Cl ‘eating more eflicleney 1n the various de spartmen its and 
bureaus. We would like. of cou rse, to geta re port from Mrs. Hob by 
at such time as she is fully acquainted with the department. We 
would like to know what, if anything, she proposes by way of legisla 
tion or otherwise to correct what would appear to be cert: ainly not an 


ideal situation. I am not going to try to characterize testimony here 
today. I think it speaks for itself. I know it isa very comple x prob- 
lem. But in view of the fact that it appears that some where between 


$25 and $100 million is be ing paid out eac h year to ine ‘ligib les, it woul | 
seem a at something certs ainly should be done to re medy that situation. 

We have a liaison committee between this committee and the appro- 
priations committee consisting of Senator Dirksen, Senator Potter, 
and Senator Jackson. They, of course, will attempt to keep the appro- 
priations comm ittees of both the Senate and the House fully advised 
on anything that is developed by this committee. 

I want to thank all of the witnesses very much for coming down here 
and being so helpful. 

(Whereupon, at 1 


2:30 p.m. the committee was recessed subject to 
the call of the Chair.) 





ExHisiT No. 1 


NIELSEN SURVEY OF ILLINOIS PUBLIC AID 


The information shown in this report as to the percentage of ineligible re- 
cipients of public aid for the general assistance and aid to dependent children 
programs in the State of Illinois is the final result of a comprehensive survey 
just completed by A. C. Nielsen Co. in compliance with its contract with the 
Illinois Public Aid Commission dated March 1, 1951 

In carrying out the provisions of the agreement with the Illinois Publie Aid 
Commission, samples of 510 ADC cases and 522 GA cases were selected from 
the entire case load of each program as of January 1951 

Counties from which the ADC sample was selected accounted for approxi- 
mately 95 percent of the January 1951 total ADC case load in Illinois fhe GA 
salple was distributed in counties having even more than 95 percent of all 
Illinois general assistance cases. 

All 1,032 cases were investigated as fullows: 

1. A careful study was made of each of the actnal case files showing the in- 
formation and history of the aid recipient. From these case files, pertinent in- 
formation was transferred to checklists set up for this purpose. (Copies of the 
ADC and GA checklists are included as exhibits at the end of this report.) 

This work was done by A. C. Nielsen Co, investigators after a training course 
extending over several weeks, including discussions with and advice from ex- 
perts of the Illinois Public Aid Commission. (These discussions were recorded 
on wire recorders and played back for review purposes. ) 

These investigators worked under the close supervision of our senior execu- 
tives who went over each case with their investigators, both as to questions and 
special problems, prior to and after completion of the field interview. The same 
investigator studied the case file, made the interview, and followed through with 
final recommendations after consultation with his senior executive. 

2. Visits were made at the homes or living quarters of all 1,032 cases except 
where this was not possible because of death, hospitalization, moving out of 


State. or lack of knowledge as to whereabouts Information was secured first- 
hand from recipients of aid, and observations were made as to their living condi- 
tions, financial status, and general well-being rhis information was entered on 
the same checklist used for pertinent data from the case file. This was then 


summarized by the investigator before a final review with the senior adviser. 

3. Checklists for all 1,052 cases were carefully edited by the four senior 
executives and questionable cases reviewed in group discussions. Cases re- 
quiring further information or special investigation were taken up with the 
IPAC staff and the additional information secured and added to the checklist 
of information regarding the cases’ eligibility. 

Cases requiring a more comprehensive grasp of the details of Illinois public- 
aid legislation and administration policies were set up for executive review 
and discussed in sessions attended by Miss Pleak and Miss Hart of IPAC’s 
staff and Mr. Nielsen, Jr., and Mr. Cordell of A. C. Nielsen Co. While every 
effort was made to utilize the experience and council of the IPAC staff, the 
final decision as to the eligibility of each case was made by executives of 
A. C. Nielsen Co. 

4. Cases were studied and analyzed to determine their eligibility status as of 
January 1951, regardless of their current status. Many cases were invest 
gated and their eligibility ascertained even though they had already been 
removed from the public-aid rolls. The percentage of ineligibility found refers 
to the January 1951 case load. 

5. Each case of ineligibility was classified carefully with respect to the 
primary reason for ineligibility. In most cases employment or unreported 
sources of income accounted for ineligibility, although various other circum 
stances also proved important. Cases already found to be ineligible by IPAC 
case workers and removed from roles were included when found in the sample, 
but because of the importance of this self-check, this group was classified in 
a separate category even though it could also have been distributed among the 
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REASON FORA ASSTSTANCH 
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SUPPLEMENTAL DATA 


FEDERAL SECURITY AGENCY, 
Washington, February 9, 19 


19 tant Co sel. United States Senate Permanent Subcommittee 
Investigations, Washington, D. ¢ 
DD : Mr, ADLERMAN In response to your sequest for further information 
with respect to the 1950 Pennsylvania public-assistance audits, we wish to report 
that the auditors, by arrangement with the Public Assistance representative, 


examined approximately 43,000 closure notices, this being the estimated total 
number of closures for the year. The examination by the auditors was limited to 
certain predetermined types of closures and to data stated in the closure notice 
as to cause for closure The auditors did not have recourse to the case files 


in this review. 

The total number of exceptions taken by the Agency’s auditors was 1,647 
eases, involving $89,417 in Federal funds. The State again reviewed these cases 
and secured additional evidence on 459 cases which the Public Assistance rep- 
resentative reviewed and found acceptable, so that in the final analysis the 
State concurred in 1,188 cases, involving $55,649.90, which may be considered a 
saving as a result of the audit review 

Sincerely yours, 
CHESTER B. LUND, 
Director, Office of Field Services. 


No. 2 
REGION II Vumober of active cases reviewed by the Bureau of Public Assistance 


in calendar years 1945-50* and number found ineligible for Federal partici 
pation, by State 





Stat Tota 145 1946 1947 1948 1949 1950 

Total 

Re wed SOY 1, 286 552 439 618 17 1, 799 

I I 121 22 27 2 l 28 41 
Delaw t 

he wed 690 10) 0 114 17 0 0 

Inel ble 3 l 0 5 0 0 0 
New Je 

Re wed 2, 201 469 215 2 222 ) 70 

Ineligible 46 14 lf 0 1 0 15 
New York 

Reviewed 1, 200 75 64 0 0 480) 581 

Ineligible 35 0 0 0 10) ) 26 
Pennsylvania 

Reviewed 1, 778 343 273 0 221 693 248 

Ineligible 7 7 ll 0 0 ly 


1 Departmental records were not maintained in 1951 because no Nation-wide administrative review plan 
was in effect due to demands on staff time arising from 1950 amendments to the Social Security Act. Full 
data for 1952 is not available, since all reports are not yet in 
2 Final report not yet received 
3 Adjustments in Federal funds resulting from the New York City review were made through other 


agency processes 


Source: Federal] Security Agency, Social Security Administration, Bureau of Public Assistance, Feb. 5 
1953 
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No. 3 


Aid to dependent children: Number of families in Indiana from July to December 
1951 (Indiana rolls opened October 1951) 


PO a einen aos 9, TOT 
August a a 9, 493 
September_-_ = 9, 295 


ROLLS OPENED 


a ae a = . i 9, O71 
November__-__ . &, 809 
December__-~--~- = 8, 714 


Old-age assistance: Number of recipients in Indiana from July to December 1951 
(Indiana rolls opened October 1951) 


a oasis sascain ila aaaeaaaiani pianist 48, 152 
IE oo sista sisiceencs daktocas d sacakastecd . 47, 756 
September-_-_--..- wasabi sissies tains acs oa tat naa anil . 46, 811 


October.........<-.« lief : TE 
November-__-_-~--~ a aaa aoe aa aa 


BIE as vssicocaissansliaciiicharmnacncion ata ee piace __ 45, 063 





